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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES-Tuesday, July 30, 1985 
The House met at 12 o'clock noon. PRIVATE CALENDAR 
The Reverend Kermit Johnson, The SPEAKER. This is Private Cal-

former Chief of Chaplains, U.S. Army, endar day. The Clerk will call the first 
Washington, DC, offered the following individual bill on the Private Calen-
prayer: dar. 

Gracious God, whose strong pres-
ence is with us, strengthen us for the CERTAIN FORMER FLIGHT EN-
work of this day. GINEERS OF WESTERN AIR-

God of Justice, who puts down the LINES 
mighty and exalts the lowly, help us 
to actively respond to Your voice in 
the voiceless who cry out for justice. 

God of Hope, heal our cynicism. May 
we not support what we condemn and 
may we support even imperfect instru
ments for human hope. 

God of Peace, in whose outstretched 
arms we all find welcome, may we not 
fear to reach across barriers of dis
trust. 

God of Grace, who has specially 
blessed our land, may we both con
serve and share Your gifts. 

So, may we do justice, and love 
mercy, and walk humbly with You, 
our God, our Strength and our Re
deemer. Amen. 

THE JOURNAL 

The SPEAKER. The Chair has ex
amined the Journal of the last day's 
proceedings and announces to the 
House his approval thereof. 

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the 
Journal stands approved. 

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE 

A message from the Senate by Mr. 
Sparrow, one of its clerks, announced 
that the Senate disagrees to the 
amendments of the House to the bill 
(S. 1128) "An act to amend the Clean 
Water Act, and for other purposes," 
req11ests a conference with the House 
on the disagreeing votes of the two 
Houses thereon, and appoints Mr. 
STAFFORD, Mr. CHAFEE, Mr. SIMPSON, 
Mr. DURENBERGER, Mr. BENTSEN, Mr. 
MITCHELL, and Mr. MOYNIHAN to be 
the conferees on the part of the 
Senate. 

The message also announced that 
the Senate had passed a bill and joint 
resolution of the following titles, in 
which the concurrence of the House is 
requested: 

S. 1078. An act to amend the Federal 
Trade Commission Act to provide authoriza
tion of appropriations, and for other pur
poses; and 

S.J. Res. 180. Joint resolution commemo
rating the lOth anniversary of the signing 
of the Helsinki Final Act. 

The Clerk called the bill <H.R. 484) 
for the. relief of certain former flight 
engineers of Western Airlines. 

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Speak
er, I ask unanimous consent that the 
bill be passed over without prejudice. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Wisconsin? 

There was no objection. 

MEALS ON WHEELS OF THE 
MONTEREY PENINSULA, INC. 

The Clerk called the bill <H.R. 1095) 
for the relief of Meals on Wheels of 
the Monterey Peninsula, Inc. 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 

H.R.l095 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 

Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That Meals 
on Wheels of the Monterey Peninsula, In
corporated, and any individual who per
formed service in its employ after 1975 and 
before 1983 are relieved of all liability to the 
United States for the payment of unpaid 
taxes imposed by chapter 21 of the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1954 <and any interest or 
penalty assessed or accrued on such taxes) 
with respect to service performed in the 
employ of Meals on Wheels of the Monterey 
Peninsula, Incorporated, during such 
period. 

SEc. 2. For purposes of title II of the 
Social Security Act, service performed in 
the employ of Meals on Wheels of Monterey 
Peninsula, Incorporated, after 1975 and 
before 1983 shall be treated <for purposes of 
benefits for months beginning after the 
month in which this Act is enacted) as em
ployment, if and to the extent that a de
tailed record of such service is transmitted 
to the Secretary of Health and Human Serv
ices within twelve months after the date of 
enactment of this Act. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. PANETTA 

Mr. PANETTA. Mr. Speaker, I offer 
an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. PANETTA: Page 

1, strike out lines 3 through 11 and insert in 
lieu thereof the following <and redesignate 
section 2 as section 3 >: 
That, except as provided in section 2, Meals 
on Wheels of the Monterey Peninsula, In
corporated <hereinafter referred to as 
"Meals on Wheels"), and any individual who 
performed service in its employ after 1975 

and before 1983 are relieved of all liability 
to the United States for the payment of any 
interest or penalty assessed or accrued on 
unpaid taxes imposed by chapter 21 of the 
Internal Revenue Code of 1954 with respect 
to service performed in the employ of Meals 
on Wheels during such period. 

SEc. 2. The Secretary of the Treasury 
shall take no action before the end of the 
90-day period beginning on the date of the 
enactment of this Act with respect to the 
collection of any unpaid taxes imposed by 
chapter 21 of the Internal Revenue Code of 
1954 for which Meals on Wheels and any in
dividual who performed service in its 
employ after 1975 and before 1983 are liable 
with respect to service performed in the 
employ of Meals on Wheels during such 
period. Section 1 shall not apply for pur
poses of relieving Meals on Wheels of any li
ability arising after the end of such 90-day 
period for the payment of any interest or 
penalty on any amount of such taxes which 
remain unpaid after the end of such 90-day 
period. 

Mr. PANETTA <during the reading). 
Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
that the amendment be considered as 
read and printed in the RECORD. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
California? 

There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER. The question is on 

the amendment offered by the gentle
man from California [Mr. PANETTA]. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The bill was ordered to be engrossed 

and read a third time, was read the 
third time, and passed, and a motion 
to reconsider was laid on the table. 

The SPEAKER. This concludes the 
call of the Private Calendar. 

PERMISSION FOR COMMITTEE 
ON FOREIGN AFFAIRS TO FILE 
CONFERENCE REPORT ON H.R. 
2068, DEPARTMENT OF STATE, 
U.S. INFORMATION AGENCY, 
AND BOARD FOR INTERNA
TIONAL BROADCASTING AU
THORIZATIONS FOR FISCAL 
YEARS 1986 AND 1987 
Mr. FASCELL. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Commit
tee on Foreign Affairs may have until 
midnight tonight to file the confer
ence report on the bill <H.R. 2068) to 
authorize appropriations for fiscal 
years 1986 and 1987 for the Depart
ment of State, the U.S. Information 
Agency, the Board for International 
Broadcasting, and for other purposes. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Florida? 

Mr. BARTLETT. Reserving the 
right to object, Mr. Speaker, I would 

0 This symbol represents the time of day during the House proceedings, e.g., 0 1407 is 2:07 p.m. 

e This "bullet" symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by the Member on the floor. 
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inquire of the gentleman, under my 
reservation, has that been cleared with 
this side? 

Mr. FASCELL. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. BARTLETT. I yield to the gen
tleman from Florida. 

Mr. FASCELL. Yes, it has. The 
ranking member, the gentleman from 
Michigan [Mr. BROOMFIELD], is right 
here. 

Mr. BARTLETT. Mr. Speaker, I 
withdraw my reservation of objection. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Florida? 

There was no objection. 

LAST MONTH'S TRADE DEFICIT 
A RECORD-BREAKER 

<Ms. K.APTUR asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend her 
remarks.) 

Ms. K.APTUR. Mr. Speaker, it's offi
cial! The Commerce Department an
nounced today that last month's trade 
deficit was a record-breaker again, tip
ping the scales at $13.4 billion more 
imports coming onto our shores than 
exports going out, again the loss of 
thousands more jobs in America. Not 
only must we reassess this trade gap 
and its relation to jobs but also in the 
context of our solemn oath to provide 
for the common defense. 

When the Revolutionary War broke 
out two centuries ago, our Continental 
Army found itself desperately in need 
of military equipment and clothing. 
The scene of soldiers with rags for 
boots at Valley Forge still stirs the 
hearts of all Americans. We were a 
group of colonies, dependent on an
other country for our manufactured 
goods. Now, when I look out and see 
that 77 percent of all footwear in this 
country is imported, I wonder just 
what country American soldiers of the 
future will have to rely on? And how 
about for uniforms and parachutes, 
with what's happening in our textile 
industry? 

What kind of strategic situation are 
we in when we import 77 percent of 
our footwear, 95 percent of our motor
cycles, 40 percent of our machine 
tools, 30 percent of motor oil fuel, and 
when we've given up most of the ship
building capacity in America and have 
lost our steel and metals development 
capacity to other nations? The acceler
ating decline of our manufacturing 
base is really a matter of national se
curity. But, how can we expect 
progress on these fronts when we have 
a Pentagon that spends tens of thou
sands of dollars each year giving away 
watches made in Hong Kong and hats 
made in Taiwan to recruit the GI's of 
tomorrow? 

SOVIET'S CALL FOR A 5-MONTH 
FREEZE ON NUCLEAR TESTING 
ANOTHER EXERCISE IN 
SOVIET DISHONESTY 
<Mr. BROOMFIELD asked and was 

given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. BROOMFIELD. Mr. Speaker, 
the new Soviet leadership's call for a 
5-month freeze on nuclear testing 
smells like leftover borscht. 

Coming just a week after the Sovi
et's set off three nuclear explosions, it 
makes you wonder if there really is 
anything new in Moscow other than 
the smiling face of Gorbachev. 

Ironically, it comes as the world ob
serves the lOth anniversary of another 
exercise in Soviet dishonesty-the 
signing of the Helsinki accords de
signed to promote human rights in the 
Soviet bloc nations. 

Ten years later, Soviet prisons and 
labor camps are full; emigration has 
slowed to a trickle; and names such as 
Sakharov and Shcharansky have 
become worldwide symbols of Soviet 
oppression. 

If the Soviets were serious about re
ducing the nuclear threat, they would 
agree to onsite inspection. 

Mr. Speaker, how could anyone take 
seriously this proposal from the same 
nation that shot down an unarmed ci
vilian airliner, crushed freedom in 
Poland, and - which continues to 
slaughter Afghan freedom fighters? 

Mr. Gorbachev, you've got to be kid
ding. 

THE PHYSICIAN'S EDUCATION 
LOAN COLLECTION ACT OF 1985 

<Mr. ANDREWS asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. ANDREWS. Mr. Speaker, I have 
introduced legislation which will cor
rect a serious defect in the National 
Health Service Corps scholarship pro
gram. This bill requires that physi
cians who are in default on loans made 
under that program shall be forced to 
repay the Government through deduc
tions from amounts due to them under 
the Medicare and Medicaid Programs. 
This legislation would strengthen debt 
collection procedures available to the 
Department of Health and Human 
Services. 

Millions of dollars are owed the Gov
ernment due to these defaulting doc
tors, and further millions are being 
paid currently to these same doctors 
in reimbursement for services provided 
through Medicare and Medicaid. A 
check of 80 doctors who defaulted on 
$2.3 million of medical school loans 
disclosed that the same doctors re
ceived $3.5 million in Medicare and 
Medicaid reimbursements over a 2-
year period. This illogical practice 
should not be allowed to continue. 

This Student Loan Program is impor
tant to improved health care in this 
country and to the education of de
serving students; it should not be 
abused. These delinquent doctors 
should pay their debts. 

THE AMERICAN PEOPLE ARE DE
MANDING DEFICIT REDUCTION 
<Mr. PURSELL asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his 
remarks.) 

Mr. PURSELL. Mr. Speaker, for 
some time now in 1-minute speeches, I 
have been reading letters on the 
budget from my constituents in Michi
gan's second district. 

An overwhelming majority of my 
constituents are demanding deficit re
duction, as are the great majority of 
the American people. 

Here we are, 4 days away from 
recess, and still-no budget resolution. 

Unfortunately, the conferees don't 
seem to be listening to the American 
people. If they had been, we'd have a 
budget resolution. 

It's interesting how the American 
people have seen the writing on the 
wall. Daniel L. Quint of Northville, MI 
writes: 

Please stop playing politics, Democrats 
versus Republicans, with the future of our 
economy and the future opportunities of 
our children. 

And Lynn and David Booth of 
Dexter, MI write: 

Prolonged bickering • • • will directly lead 
to total disharmony, deficient budget reduc
tions, and certain inaction. A flawed lean 
budget is far preferable at this time • • •. 

Thank you, Mr. Quint and Mr. and 
Mrs. Booth. 

Let's report out a budget resolution 
and move this country toward contin
ued economic growth by reducing Fed
eral spending. 

0 1210 

THE ALUMINUM INDUSTRY 
<Mr. McCLOSKEY asked and was 

given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.> 

Mr. McCLOSKEY. Mr. Speaker, I 
rise to express my support for efforts 
being made by the U.S. aluminum in
dustry to gain greater access to the 
markets of our trading partners in 
Japan, Canada, and the European 
Community. 

Today, our colleagues on the House 
Energy and Commerce Subcommittee 
on Investigations and Oversight, are 
hearing from the Aluminum Co. of 
America [Alcoa] on efforts to get the 
Japanese to open more of their mar
kets to American aluminum. American 
aluminum presents the Japanese with 
an excellent opportunity to increase 
purchases of products made in the 
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U.S.A. They can begin by reducing tar
iffs on aluminum sheet and plate. Cur
rently, Japan plans to reduce duties on 
this product by 20 percent beginning 
April 1, 1986. But this action will still 
leave Japanese aluminum tariffs three 
times higher than the U.S. tariff on 
similar commodities. 

As a Representative of a district 
where a major aluminum production 
facility is located-Alcoa's Warrick op
erations in Newburgh, IN-I am vitally 
concerned we insist on fair play in the 
international aluminum market. Fair 
trade can benefit both countries. 

SHUSTER ENDORSES CONRAIL 
PUBLIC SALE 

<Mr. SHUSTER asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his 
remarks.) 

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Speaker, after 
several months of evaluation, last 
week I reached my decision to support 
the public sale of Conrail, rather than 
the administration's proposed sale to 
Norfolk Southern Railroad. 

I urge my colleagues to carefully 
consider the proposed public sale for 
several reasons: 

The public sale will provide more 
income to the Federal Government; it 
will preserve competition; give better 
service to shippers; create more oppor
tunities for employees; and preserve 
an independent railroad to serve the 
Northeast and Midwest. 

There is indeed a risk involved in 
supporting an independent Conrail. If 
you believe that the Northeast is 
doomed to stagnation and decline, 
then an independent Conrail is like
wise doomed. But if you believe in the 
future of the region, then an inde
pendent Conrail can surely survive 
and prosper. As it now is doing. 

The bottom line, Mr. Speaker, is 
that I choose to believe in the future 
of our region of America, so I choose 
to support an independent Conrail. 

ARMS CONTROL 
<Mrs. SCHROEDER asked and was 

given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
her remarks.) 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Speaker, 22 
years ago President Kennedy broke 
the arms control deadlock of his day 
by challenging the Soviet Union to a 
moratorium on atmospheric nuclear 
testing. His initiative led 8 weeks later 
to the agreement and signing of the 
atmospheric test ban treaty. Yester
day Soviet leader Mikhail Gorbachev 
followed President Kennedy's coura
geous example by announcing that the 
Soviet Union will unilaterally stop 
conducting nuclear tests from August 
6 until January 1, and will not be the 
first to conduct another nuclear test. 
This could be the opportunity of a 
lifetime for a lifetime of peace. 

The Soviets have given a mile and 
President Reagan has taken an inch. 
He flatly rejected the offer and invited 
the Soviets to· witness an American 
test. He has conceded the moral and 
political high ground to Gorbachev. 

Mr. Speaker, this is no way to break 
through the barriers to arms control. 
Progress requires a show of good faith 
as well as strength. Refraining from 
nuclear testing and resuming negotia
tions on a CTB shows good faith with
out jeopardizing our national security. 
It goes far toward reaching an agree
ment to reduce the nuclear threat and 
head off an economically crushing 
arms race. We in Congress must go the 
full mile for arms control and meet 
the Soviet challenge. I invite my col
leagues to urge the President to recon
sider the Soviet offer; join with me on 
H.R. 1834, the simultaneous nuclear 
test ban; and stand up for economic, 
military, and common sense. 

COMPARABLE WORTH 
<Mr. DAUB asked and was given per

mission to address the House for 1 
minute and to extend his remarks.) 

Mr. DAUB. When, my colleagues, is 
a study not a study? When it is a com
parable worth study. 

H.R. 3008 will be before the House 
this week. This legislation sets up a so
called study that would in fact make 
substantial change in the antidiscrimi
nation laws, laws that are applicable 
to both the public and the private 
sector. 

Never before has title VII of the 
Civil Rights Act of 1964 been inter
preted to mean that equal pay must be 
paid to different jobs when someone 
deems them to be comparable. 

Equal opportunity and nondiscrim
ination are the law. Equal pay for 
equal work is the law. Comparable 
worth is not the law. 

The study that would be mandated 
by H.R. 3008 actually defines job eval
uation as objective. This objectivity of 
comparable worth schemes can clearly 
be illustrated by comparing the job 
ratings of different comparable worth 
studies that have been performed in 
different States. When converted to a 
common scale, a nurse was rated 79 
points in Minnesota, 124 points in 

. Iowa, 108 points in Washington, and 
150 points in Wisconsin. This kind of 
comparison showed that 3 States be
lieved that nurses should be paid more 
than electricians, but in Minnesota it 
proved that they thought nurses 
should be paid less than electricians. 
Nevertheless, comparable worth pro
ponents claim these studies to be bias 
free and totally objective. They can 
determine the intrinsic worth of jobs, 
we are told. 

My bottom line is, there is no univer
sal standard for job worth. H.R. 3008 
asks Congress to endorse the funda
mentally flawed concept of compara-

ble worth through the guise of claim
ing it is only a study. 

My colleagues, do not be deceived. 

OUR POLICY IN NICARAGUA 
<Mr. BONIOR of Michigan asked 

and was given permission to address 
the House for 1 minute and to revise 
and extend his remarks.) 

Mr. BONIOR of Michigan. Mr. 
Speaker, today's Washington Post car
ries and article about a new series of 
Contra attacks inside Nicaragua. 
Among those killed in a Contra 
ambush were eight mothers going to 
visit their sons in the military service. 

Many of the Members of this body 
believe that our aid to the Contras is 
in the interest of democracy in Cen
tral America; that is a method of pres
suring the Sandinistas toward internal 
reforms. In the most recent votes on 
this issue, supporters called new aid to 
the Contras "humanitarian." 

I know these are the genuine goals 
of every Member of this body. But, as 
the death of these eight mothers re
minds us, our goals are not always 
matched by reality. We are backing a 
war in Nicaragua, a war that is causing 
immeasurable suffering to the civilian 
population of that country. 

I hope my colleagues will continue 
to evaluate the consequences of our 
policy in Nicaragua, and will not close 
their eyes to the human costs of this 
war. For today in Nicaragua, there are 
eight more families without mothers, 
and an entire generation of children, 
who cannot forget what a policy that 
claims to support democracy has done 
to their lives. 

CERTAIN FORMER FLIGHT EN
GINEERS OF WESTERN AIR
LINES 
Mr. GLICKMAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent for the immediate 
consideration of the bill <H.R. 484) for 
the relief of certain former flight engi
neers of Western Airlines. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The SPEAKER. Is there objection 

to the request of the gentleman from 
Kansas? 

There was no objection. 
The Clerk read the bill, as follows: 

H.R. 484 
Be it enacted by the Senate and the House 

of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled. That <a> 
the Secretary of the Treasury shall pay, out 
of any money in the Treasury not otherwise 
appropriated, to each of the former flight 
engineers of Western Airlines named in sub· 
section <b> <or if a named individual is de
ceased, to his estate> the sum of $25,000. 

<b><l> The individuals referred to in sub
section <a> are the following: Carlos Acuna, 
Fidel Aguirre, Arne Anderson, John Araiza, 
A. J. Baker, Joseph Baniecki, Arthur Bank· 
ers <deceased), Leland Bartleson <deceased), 
Frederick Beneze, William Blagdon, Jerry 
Blakeley, Hugo Boisett, Richard Bolton, 
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Richard Bongard, Donald Boyd (deceased>. 
Frank Brasmer <deceased), Wayne Brewer, 
Lowell Bright, James Brott, Owrie Brown, 
Harold Camp, Emmett Carroll (deceased), 
James Carroll, Joseph Carter, A. J. Chris
tensen, Glenn Collins, Ronald Crachy, Dick 
Crampton (deceased), Pierre Du Bois, Frank 
Crites, Louis Dauthtry, Sam Diehl, Donald 
Farrell <deceased), Thomas Farrell, Lyndon 
Fellows, Dorrence Fincher, Dewey Foster, 
Edward Franzen, Robert Fredrickson, Wil
liam Gaedtke, Donald Gage, Daniel Galli
gan, Edward Gerlits, Wendell Goldsmith, 
John Hamilton, Harold Hayen, Fred Hazlett 
(deceased), William Hegemann, ·George 
Heinz, Robert Hicks, Eugene Hodgins, 
Duncan Hughes, Joseph Irvine, Albert 
Johnson, Harold Johnson <deceased), Jack 
Johnston, Stanley Klescewski, Dale Kluck
man <deceased), John Kosmicki, Stanley 
Koltvett, AI Krueger (deceased), Glenn 
Kvendru, William Lagler, Donald Lensing, 
Paul Litjen, Robert Longworth, Loren Lor
enzen, Bert Martens, Charles Martin, James 
McMahon, Antonio Mendiola, Gerald Moe, 
James Middleton <deceased> Jake Morlock, 
I. Newman, George Norris, L. O'Conner, 
Virgil Paulsen, James Potts, Dwight Pres
ton, Robert Pugh <now known as Robert 
Gould), Peter Raymen, George Richter, 
Stanley Rober, Merle Russell, William 
Rodger, Walter Sabol, William Sawvell, 
Robert Sawyer, John Schroeder, Kenneth 
Schultz, Kenneth Severson, Donald Shan
non, Kenneth Sherman, Edward Sherwood, 
Earl Shiveley, William Short, Eugene Sie
bern, Chifford Smith, Eldred Steffens, Ray
mond Tanis, Eli Tarin, Eli Tavarez, Paul 
Theod, Richard Thomas, Glenn Tidwell, 
Henry Tomberg, John Trank, William 
Tyler, Earl Troutner, Andrew Vagenas, 
Manuel Vargas, Alfred Vereb, Torgeir Vik, 
Martin Wahne <deceased), Rodney Waite, 
John Walik, Gillis Walsh, Herman Wein
stein, John Willey, Fred Wolf, and David 
Wright <deceased>. 

<2> The individuals referred to in para
graph O> are individuals who are former 
flight engineers of Western Airlines and 
who were plaintiffs in the matter referred 
to the chief commissioner of the Court of 
Claims by H. Res. 83, Ninety-fifty Congress, 
pursuant to section 1492 of title 28, United 
States Code <congressional reference case 
numbered 1-78>. 

SEc. 2. No part of each amount provided 
for in the first section of this Act in excess 
of 10 per centum thereof shall be paid or de
livered to or received by any agent or attor
ney on account of services rendered in con
nection with the claim of any individual 
named in subsection (b) of the first section 
and the payment of receipt in excess of 10 
per centum of each amount provided for in 
the first section shall be unlawful, any con
tract to the contrary notwithstanding. Vio
lation of the provisions of this section is a 
misdemeanor punishable by a fine not to 
exceed $1,000. 

With the following committee 
amendment: page 2, line 2, strike out 
"25,000" and insert in lieu thereof 
"$20,000". 

The committee amendment was 
agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, was read the 
third time, and passed, and a motion 
to reconsider was laid on the table. 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mr. GLICKMAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5 legislative ·days in which to 
revise and extend their remarks on the 
bill just passed. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Kansas? 

There was no objection. 

COMPARABLE WORTH 
<Mr. ARMEY asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his 
remarks.) 

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Speaker, not only 
do the proponents of comparable 
worth claim that it is only a study, but 
they further make the fallacious claim 
that no study of this subject has been 
done in the last 67 years, the last 57 
years, the last 30 years, as previously 
reported. 

Mr. Speaker, I have before me a 
summary entitled, "Equal Worth, 
Comparable Worth, and, Market 
Worth of Federal Jobs. A study of the 
Federal Government Pay Classifica
tion and Qualification System for Em
ployment," by the U.S. Office of Per
sonnel Managemen~. 

0 1220 
This is the study that is summarized 

in that report. The fact of the matter 
is that it has been studied not only by 
the Office of Personnel Management, 
but also by the U.S. Civil Rights Com
mission. The study, in both cases, re
jected the concept. 
If I may quote from the Office of 

Personnel Management: 
Comparable worth simply is a recipe for 

conflict. Any nonmarket assignment of 
worth to different jobs would be arbitrary 
and therefore unjust. Such a system would 
promote class conflict. Notice we have not 
even referred to the cost of such a system 
which would be very substantial in the hun
dreds of billions of dollars, but only of com
parable worth's illogic, imprudence, and in
justice. 

The fact is the studies have been 
made, the conclusions have been 
drawn, and there is no need to further 
study such an alternative. 

THE CONCEPT OF PAY EQUITY 
<Mrs. BURTON of California asked 

and was given permission to address 
the House for 1 minute.) 

Mrs. BURTON of California. Mr. 
Speaker, I rise today in support of 
H.R. 3008, and for the concept of pay 
equity in general. 

We all know that discriminatory 
wage practices exist. We know that 
they exist within the Federal wage 
classification system. 

The Federal Government, which is 
the single largest employer, cannot 
continue to perpetuate a wage struc
ture that systematically discriminates 

against a majority of its female em
ployees. 

Many of the States are already 
studying and collecting data on their 
wage structures. In California, three 
agencies collect data annually on com
parable worth activities in the work
place. 

In 1981, our legislature passed an 
amendment to the State civil service 
law establishing "a State policy on set
ting salaries for female-dominated jobs 
on the basis of comparability of the 
value of work." 

In my city of San Francisco, the 
board of supervisors overwhelmingly 
passed a resolution declaring the city's 
intention to eliminate pay inequity 
based on race or sex-based wage classi
fication. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to 
realize that we are calling for a study, 
an important one. What we will end 
up with is knowledge-upon which we 
can plan. 

THE NEVADA WILDERNESS BILL 
<Mr. REID asked and was given per

mission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his 
remarks.> 

Mr. REID. Mr. Speaker, when work
ing on bills it's as important to define 
the legislation in terms of what the 
issues are not as it is for what the 
issues are. That has become especially 
true for a Nevada wilderness bill. 

Earlier this week, I discussed what 
wilderness is, what it includes. Now, in 
order to dispel myths and confusion, 
I'd like to discuss what wilderness leg
islation is not. 

For ranchers the Wilderness Act of 
1964 does not preclude existing graz
ing uses in wilderness from continuing. 
In fact, ranchers are given more pro- , 
tection under wilderness than in non
wilderness forest lands. 

For Nevada miners, even if all land 
recommended by conservationists be
comes wilderness, over 70 percent of 
the national forest land would remain 
available for exploration and develop
ment. But until a Nevada wilderness 
bill is passed the entire 3.6 million 
acres of this roadless land remains in 
limbo as de facto wilderness. 

These two examples demonstrate 
why it's important for us to take spe
cial care in drafting a Nevada wilder
ness bill that not only meets the needs 
of the State and the Nation, but also is 
understood in terms of purpose and 
possibility. 

FATHER LAWRENCE JENKO 
HELD HOSTAGE IN LEBANON 
<Mr. O'BRIEN asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his 
remarks.) 
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Mr. O'BRIEN. Mr. Speaker, at 7:30 

a.m., January 8, 1985, Father Law
rence Martin Jenco was kidnaped at 
gunpoint on his way to work as the di
rector of Catholic Relief Services in 
Lebanon. 

Father Jenco has served for 25 years 
in places like Thailand, North Yemen, 
India, and Australia. He was assigned 
to Lebanon in October 1984. 

Father Jenco never wore a cleric's 
collar. He didn't want people to misun
derstand his role. His job was to re
build hospitals and schools and help 
refugees, not to evangelize. 

Today is the 203d day since Father 
Jenco was kidnaped in Lebanon. 

Today is the 501st day William 
Buckley has been held hostage in Leb
anon. 

Reverend Benjamin Weir has been 
held hostage in Lebanon for 448 days. 

Today is the 136th day of captivity 
for Terry Anderson, the Associated 
Press bureau chief in Beirut. 

David Jacobsen, director of the 
American University Hospital in 
Beirut, has been held hostage for 63 
days. 

Today is the 50th day of captivity 
for Thomas Sutherland, the dean of 
agriculture at the American Universi
ty, Beirut. 

Today also marks the 238th day 
since the disappearance of Peter Kil
burn, the American University librari
an. 

Mr. Speaker, the Lebanese hostage 
crisis is more than 500 days long. At 
night, as they sleep restlessly-wonder 
if they fear we have forsaken them. 

CATCH-22 AFDC RULES 
<Mr. LEHMAN of California asked 

and was given permission to address 
the House for 1 minute and to revise 
and extend his remarks.> 

Mr. LEHMAN of California. Mr. 
Speaker, today I am introducing legis
lation which will address a serious 
flaw in the Aid to Families with De
pendent Children Unemployed Parent 
Program [AFDC-Ul. The flaw is com
monly known as the 100-hour rule. 

This rule terminates eligibility for 
the AFDC-U program for a primary 
wage earner as soon as he or she is em
ployed over 100 hours a month. It was 
originally intended to get able bodied 
wage earners off welfare, yet instead it 
discourages these parents from accept
ing employment and encourages wel
fare dependency. This is because the 
unemployed parent can legitimately 
and with good cause turn down em
ployment if the resulting income 
would be less than the public assist
ance benefits for which the family is 
eligible. With the 100-hour rule, the 
father of a family of four on AFDC 
would have to work at least 140 hours 
a month at minimum wages to match 
the national average AFDC payment. 
The Federal Government, however, 

takes away all his benefits if he works 
just 100 hours. 

It is time to address this unfortunate 
flaw in the AFDC program and to 
eliminate the work disincentive that 
has evolved. The bill I am introducing 
today will do precisely that. My legis
lation will encourage participation in 
the job market by establishing demon
stration projects nationwide where the 
100-hour rule would be waived. Wage 
earners would be allowed to work in 
excess of 100 hours a month without 
the threat of the family losing all 
AFDC benefits. Families, instead of 
becoming ineligible for assistance 
would see their grants reduced. As a 
result, there would be a reduced ex
penditure of AFDC program funds for 
each family receiving earned income. 

It is clear that the 100-hour rule is 
not working when dependence on 
public assistance is increasing-not de
creasing. The time has come to try 
something new. We need to break the 
cycle of welfare dependency passed on 
from generation to generation of wel
fare families. Working parents set role 
models, restore dignity and provide 
hope in families caught in the welfare 
trap. 

WE MUST NOT FAIL THOSE WHO 
HAVE PLACED THEIR TRUST 
IN US 
<Mrs. JOHNSON asked and was 

given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
her remarks.> 

Mrs. JOHNSON. Mr. Speaker, today 
I am announcing that I plan to vote 
against any motion to adjourn until a 
budget resolution is agreed to by the 
House and Senate, and urge each of 
my colleagues to join me. 

We all know the seriousness of the 
challenge we face. We have sought the 
responsibility of the position we hold, 
and now we must not fail those who 
have placed their trust in us. The 
American people, your constituents 
and mine, are beginning to wonder 
whether Congress can responsibly ad
dress the Federal deficit; whether 
elected Representatives are capable of 
making the difficult decisions neces
sary to govern this country and to save 
us from almost certain financial ruin. 

As one who has fought out the 
tough decisions that must be made to 
shave $50 billion from our deficit, and 
whose 92 group budget proposal was 
confirmed by CBO as at least doable 
and accurate, I know it can be done. 

0 1230 
Mr. Speaker, I implore my col

leagues, Democrats and Republicans 
alike, to inform their leadership that 
they will vote no against any summer 
vacation recess resolution unless a 
budget resolution has passed this 
House and the Senate. We must exhib
it the will, the guts, and the intestinal 

fortitude to address the Federal deficit 
with strong action. The jobs of people 
we represent are at stake. The quality 
of life in America is at stake. Rome is 
burning. Can we, will we stop the 
music and fight the fire? 

Vote no against the adjournment 
resolution. 

UNITED STATES, SOVIET NUCLE
AR TEST BAN PROPOSALS 
SHOW PROMISE 
<Mr. DOWNEY of New York asked 

and was given permission to address 
the House for 1 minute and to revise 
and extend his remarks.> 

Mr. DOWNEY of New York. Mr. 
Speaker. since the beginning of the 
nuclear age both the Soviet Union and 
the United States have dismissed each 
others' arms control initiatives as 
propaganda. Many in the Congress be
lieve that whatever the U.S.S.R. pro
poses is bad for the United States. I'm 
sure they have their counterparts in 
the Soviet Union. Those of use who 
believe that arms control is good for 
national security have searched for 
ideas that fall between "Perle" and 
"prayer." 

Yesterday, the U.S.S.R. offered the 
United States a 5-month moratorium 
on nuclear weapons tests. Maybe this 
is just more propaganda, maybe not. 
The 40th anniversary of Hiroshima is 
the time to break the vicious cycle of 
nuclear oneupmanship. We should 
carefully consider the Soviet offer and 
make a counterproposal that requires 
protocols for intrusive inspection of 
both sides. The United States should 
lead the way to make permanent the 
testing ban. The President's offer to 
the Soviets to inspect our nuclear tests 
is an excellent start. We are moving in 
the right direction whether we realize 
it or not. With more than 50,000 nucle
ar weapons on this planet now is the 
time to say enough is enough. 

NEED FOR A BALANCED 
BUDGET AMENDMENT 

<Mr. LAGOMARSINO asked and 
was given permission to address the 
House for 1 minute and to revise and 
extend his remarks.> 

Mr. LAGOMARSINO. Mr. Speaker, 
if we are truly serious about bringing 
the Federal budget under control, we 
need to consider new ways to restrain 
spending. One proven method that is 
already used in 36 States, including 
my home State of California, is the 
constitutional requirement of a bal
anced budget. Congress clearly needs 
to bring spending under control. Defi
cits have resulted from congressional 
spending which has doubled from 1960 
to 1970, and tripled from 1970 to 1980. 
Since the balanced budget amendment 
would bring fiscal responsibility 
through the limitation of Federal 
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PAY EQUITY spending and taxes, it would foster 

economic growth and establish con
gressional accountability. With more 
money available to private markets, in
terest rates would go down. Lower 
long-term interest rates would lead to 
greater investment and higher em
ployment. Seventy-five percent of the 
American people favor a balanced 
budget amendment and 32 States have 
called for a national constitutional 
convention on this issue. The break
down in the budget conference illus
trates the need for a balanced budget 
amendment. It becomes even more 
necessary. I urge my colleagues to sup
port the balanced budget/tax limita
tion amendment. 

HELSINKI ACCORDS 
<Mrs. KENNELLY asked and was 

given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
her remarks.> 

Mrs. KENNELLY. Mr. Speaker, this 
Thursday, August 1, marks the lOth 
anniversary of the signing of the Hel
sinki Final Act. In this document, the 
United States, the Soviet Union, and 
over 30 other countries pledged them
selves to greater cooperation in mili
tary, economic, scientific, educational, 
and humanitarian matters. Perhaps 
most important, the Final Act commit
ted the participating States to respect 
human rights and fundamental free
doms. 

For 10 years, the Soviet Union and 
other eastern European nations have 
failed to adhere to the pledges made 
at Helsinki. In particular, there have 
been massive violations of section 7, 
which commits the signatory nations 
to respecting the fundamental rights 
and freedoms of human beings, includ
ing freedom of thought, conscience, 
and belief. The plight of Soviet Jews is 
well known. But Catholics, Pentecos
tals, and Baptists as well have all too 
often found that their religion can be 
exercised only at the cost of imprison
ment, economic reprisals, and abuse. 

Despite these widespread violations, 
the Helsinki accords remain a symbol 
of hope to the oppressed people of 
eastern Europe. On this lOth anniver
sary of their signing, we in the United 
States can let them know that we 
share their hope of a world in which 
human rights are honored. With Con
gressman GILMAN, I am today intro
ducing a resolution reaffirming our 
commitment to these fundamental 
freedoms and calling on the President 
to urge Soviet leader Gorbachev to do 
the same when they meet this fall. I 
hope my colleagues will join us. 

SPECIAL ORDER TODAY TO 
BEGIN NEW MOVE TOWARD 
VOLUNTARY SCHOOL PRAYER 
AMENDMENT 
<Mr. BARTON of Texas asked and 

was given permission to address the 

House for 1 minute, and to revise and 
extend his remarks.> 

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Speak
er, last evening I had the high privi
lege to host the second annual prayer 
vigil here in the House of Representa
tives. We had students from all over 
the United States gather in room H-
227 to engage in an evening of prayer, 
special music, individual meditation, 
and a religious ceremony to try to de
termine what we can do to allow vol
untary-and I emphasize "volun
tary" -prayer back in our public 
school systems. 

This evening I am going to have a 
special order with many other Mem
bers of this body in which we will dis
cuss the issue in more detail and an
nounce that we are going to begin the 
signature drive for discharge petition 
No. 1, which is for House Resolution 
279 that the gentleman from Ohio 
[Mr. KnmNESsl has in the Committee 
on the Judiciary. H.R. 279 is a consti
tutional amendment to allow volun
tary prayer in the public school 
system. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge you and all the 
other Members of this body to partici
pate with me in the special order this 
evening and to sign the discharge peti
tion so we can get the amendment out 
of committee and out on the full floor 
where it can be debated. 

FULL FUNDING OF U.S. 
CUSTOMS SERVICE URGED 

<Mr. KOLTER asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his 
remarks.> 

Mr. KOLTER. Mr. Speaker, today 
we are scheduled to conclude consider
ation of the Treasury and Postal ap
propriations bill for fiscal year 1986. 

There is an amendment pending in 
the committee of the whole that 
would cut $192 million from the bill by 
reducing each appropriation in the bill 
for discretionary spending by 2.65 per
cent. While the amendment may have 
merit, I want to call attention to the 
fact that such a reduction in spending 
would hinder the U.S. Customs Service 
from properly enforcing this Nation's 
trade laws and agreements. 

Mr. Speaker, in 1984 alone, over 
160,000 different shipments of steel 
and steel products entered the United 
States. Despite this high volume of 
steel and thousands of other types of 
imported goods, the U.S. Customs 
Service has done a good job of enforc
ing the laws, but Customs needs addi
tional resources to ensure that our 
trading partners are complying with 
recently negotiated steel trade agree
ments. 

Cutting funds from the U.S. Cus
toms Service would only make their 
difficult job tougher. I urge my col
leagues to exempt the Customs Serv
ice from this funding cut. 

<Mr. MRAZEK asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his 
remarks.> 

Mr. MRAZEK. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today to reinforce the current need for 
a pay-equity study of the Federal pay 
and job classification systems. 

I believe it is essential that we deter
mine why women and minorities are 
clustered in the lower end of the Fed
eral pay scale. The existence of a wage 
gap in the Federal civil service is unde
niable. Whereas 80 percent of the 
women employed by the Federal Gov
ernment are concentrated in civil serv
cie grades 7 and below, 85 percent of 
federally employed men are classified 
in grades 10 and above. On the aver
age, women in the Federal Govern
ment earn 63 percent of what men 
earn. The question is: Why? 

Representative OA.KAR's bill, H.R. 
3008, would mandate a study of the 
Federal pay and classification systems 
to determine whether there is any evi
dence of discrimination based on sex, 
race, or Hispanic origin. Most corpora
tions study and reevaluate their wage
classification systems on a regular 
basis. We need a national approach to 
civil service pay equity that can serve 
as a guide for each of our States. 

If there is evidence of discrimina
tion, it is surely our responsibility to 
redress the inequities. I therefore urge 
my colleagues to support this bill. 

0 1240 

RATIONAL CRITERIA NEEDED 
FOR CAPITAL PUNISHMENT 
LEGISLATION 
<Mr. VALENTINE asked and was 

given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.> 

Mr. VALENTINE. Mr. Speaker, I 
rise to request that my colleagues sign 
discharge petition No.2 for the release 
of H.R. 343 from the Judiciary Com
mittee. 

H.R. 343 demands our immediate at
tention. It is a bill designed to estab
lish rational criteria for the imposition 
of the death penalty. It would apply to 
cases involving homicide, treason, and 
espionage. It would fulfill the require
ments laid down by the Supreme 
Court in a series of cases involving 
capital punishment. 

Our Nation's adversaries have enlist
ed the treasonous support of American 
citizens in their unending drive to ac
quire American technology for mili
tary use. Recent studies have shown 
that the Soviet Union has narrowed 
the Soviet-American technology gap to 
3 years-from its previous level of 10 
years-by stealing American defense 
technology. As many as 150 of their 
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weapons systems make use of technol
ogy stolen from sources in the West. 

We must do all we can to deter trea
sonous activity. We need the death 
penalty to help us in this effort. 

I commend my colleague, GEORGE 
GEKAs, for his leadership in drafting 
and introducing this important legisla
tion. 

Although I recognize that some of 
my colleagues have serious doubts 
about the death penalty, I hope every 
Member would agree that it is impera
tive for us to address the problem of 
espionage in full and free debate. The 
American people deserve no less. 

For all of these reasons, I urge my 
colleagues to bring this bill to the 
floor by adding their names to dis
charge petition No. 2. 

COKE-THE REAL THING IS 
BACK 

<Mr. DARDEN asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his 
remarks.> 

Mr. DARDEN. Mr. Speaker, as we 
discuss and debate the weighty issues 
of the budget, national defense, tax 
reform, and international terrorism, 
we must not overlook a truly signifi
cant event. 

Coke-the real thing is back. At the 
behest of a loyal and passionate con
sumer demand, the Coca-Cola Co. has 
returned the original formula, now 
called Classic Coke, to the grocery 
shelves and the vending machines. 

Yesterday, throughout the Atlanta 
area, Coke came back. The return of 
Coke is like being reunited with an old 
love. It is better now than ever before. 
We Georgians are justly proud of our 
largest corporate constituent, the 
Coca-Cola Co. 

All Georgia Members will have the 
Classic Coke available in our offices in 
the next few weeks. We invite all 
Members to come by our offices and 
sample the old pause that still re
freshes. 

U.S. TRADE DEFICIT GOES UP-
INDUSTRIAL PRODUCTION 
GOES DOWN 
<Mr. BONKER asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his 
remarks.) 

Mr. BONKER. Mr. Speaker, today 
the Secretary of Commerce will an
nounce the trade deficit for the pre
ceding month and it is expected to be 
another record-setter as we work our 
way toward the $150 billion trade defi
cit in 1985. 

This is a chilling reminder that the 
U.S. trade position is being seriously 
threatened and our industrial base is 
being undermined by a flood of unwel
comed imports. The statistics bear out 
this regrettable fact. As the U.S. trade 

deficit goes up, our industrial goes 
down. 

Time is running out for Government 
to deal effectively with this problem. 
So far, the President shows no sign 
that there is a trade problem. He con
tinues to ignore the need to deal with 
the strong dollar which is a plague 
upon our exporters. He has not used 
the authority the Congress has given 
him to confront unfair trade practices, 
and there is a growing realization that 
the administration really has no trade 
policy. It may well be the best expla
nation why the United States is be
coming a punching bag in world trade. 

Apparently President Reagan lacks 
the commitment, or at least the politi
cal will, to deal effectively with either 
of our deficits. But if the Secretary of 
Commerce continues to announce high 
trade deficits month after month and 
the President refuses to act, Congress 
has no choice than to go down the 
path of protectionism. If that happens 
we will start a trade war that no one 
can win. 

BOY SCOUTS SHOULD LEARN TO 
TOLERATE RELIGIOUS VIEWS 
OF OTHERS 
<Mr. ACKERMAN asked and was 

given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.> 

Mr. ACKERMAN. Mr. Speaker, 
among all the things that I have been 
able to achieve with the help of God, 
nothing has made me prouder that my 
association with the Boy Scouts of 
America. 

As a Cub Scout, Boy Scout, Explor
er, Scout leader, camp director, and as 
an Eagle Scout for 25 years, I worked 
for and believed in the same things I 
thought they believed in. 

That is why it is so painful to me, as 
I now renounce my affiliation with the 
Boy Scouts of America. The Boy 
Scouts that I belonged to taught re
spect and tolerance for everyone else's 
religious views, and had no room for 
bigotry or intolerance. 

In expelling 15-year-old Paul Trout 
because his beliefs differ from theirs, 
because his definition of religion and 
God does not fit their definition, the 
Boy Scouts of America raises ques
tions about its tax-exempt status, and, 
more importantly, is in and of itself an 
act callousness and intolerance, and is 
not the Boy Scouts that I loved and 
belonged to. 

I pray that God gives them the 
wisdom to reverse their decision and to 
tolerate the religious views of others. 

<Mr. FOGLIETT A asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. FOGLIETTA. Mr. Speaker, yes
terday the Soviet Union formally pro
posed the creation of a comprehensive 

test ban treaty on nuclear explosions. 
Such a test ban has long been held to 
be a vital step in halting the arms 
race. A test ban prevents the United 
States and the Soviet Union from con
firming increases in capability and ac
curacy of new warheads. It serves to 
freeze testing of silo-killing warheads, 
the kind of warheads which place our 
nuclear deterrent at risk of new 
MIRV's and of new exotic nuclear 
technology. 

Creation of a test ban has been 
under study for 20 years. Questions 
certainly remain about how verifiable 
a test ban can be without on-site in
spections. But with proper safeguards 
and guarantees for verification a com
prehensive test ban can be both work
able and wise. 

Despite the promise of a comprehen
sive test ban, the administration im
mediately rejected the Soviet propos
al. If the administration is truly seri
ous about arms control, then it must 

_investigate the Soviet initiative. Slam
ming the door on a comprehensive test 
ban may eliminate a major opportuni
ty for stabilizing the arms race. The 
administration needs to reevaluate its 
decision and pursue further the Soviet 
offer. 

NO GUTS, NO GLORY 

<Mr. GLICKMAN asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.> 

Mr. GLICKMAN. Mr. Speaker, it is 
quite disconcerting to see what is hap
pening to the budget process. While 
the two Houses of Congress no doubt 
deserve some of the blame for the cur
rent breakdown of the process, the 
President has unbelievably pulled the 
rug from any responsible way to get 
the deficit down. And let us be honest, 
the deficit problem is far worse than 
anyone currently can vision. The econ
omy is flat, revenues will not go magi
cally up, and even the deficit reduc
tion plan passed by the House will 
probably not reduce the deficit very 
much. 

In addition, the appropriations proc
ess is not totally what it is cooked up 
to be. It appears that some of the bills 
coming to the floor may be understat
ed in their effort to stay within the 
budget allocations, and then we will be 
faced with an enormous supplemental 
appropriations bill later this year. 
There is an expression, "No guts, no 
glory." Let us face it, the issue is polit
ical will and guts. If we do not have it, 
the country will face disaster. If we do, 
the country could have a glorious 
future. 
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BUDGET DEFICITS AND THE 
FARM ECONOMY 

<Mr. McCURDY asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. McCURDY. Mr. Speaker, for 
many months now, my farm State col
leagues and I have approached the 
well to describe the worsening farm 
economy. Yet today we remain frus
trated because the No. 1 enemy of the 
farmer, the budget deficit, remains at 
large. 

U.S. fiscal policy in the 1980's has 
taken an industry that was relatively 
healthy in 1981 and brought it to the 
brink of collapse. No sector of the 
economy has been damaged by the 
Federal budget deficit more than agri
culture. The strong dollar, high inter
est rates and declining land value are 
direct results of the budget deficit. 
Our farmers have come to expect that 
if it is news from Washington, then it 
must be bad news. 

As we near the August recess when 
many of us will be traveling home to 
our districts, it is time we begin to con
sider what we will tell our constitu
ents. 

Shall we say, "I'm sorry Mr. Farmer, 
Mr. Smalltown Banker or Mr. Small 
Businessman, Congress and the admin
istration just do not possess the cour
age to reduce the budget deficit. I 
know we got you into this mess but 
you will just have to get by as best you 
can." 

That is the hard truth as it stands 
today. Our leaders are not willing to 
put farmers, small businesses, workers, 
our children, and other deficit victims, 
ahead of their own personal agenda. 

Mr. Speaker, Americans are tired of 
rhetoric and finger-pointing in Wash
ington. They want action from this 
body, the other body and the Presi
dent. Let's act now and tell our con
stituents that political courage does 
exist in Washington. 

TRADE POLICY 
<Mr. LEVIN of Michigan asked and 

was given permission to address the 
House for 1 minute and to revise and 
extend his remarks.> 

Mr. LEVIN of Michigan. Mr. Speak
er, some observers believe the Demo
cratic Party interest in trade is mainly 
the result of reading recent political 
polls and tea leaves. This is a misread
ing of the reality in today's America. 

Trade is a good issue politically only 
because our Nation's basic economic 
strength is being sapped, and our eco
nomic structure eroded, not just in the 
Midwest, but everywhere in this coun
try. As announced today, the U.S. 
trade deficit last month was the 
second highest in history. 

In the face of such a deficit, we do 
not run for cover just because some
one utters the word "Smoot-Hawley." 

In our eyes, protecting the United 
States, our country, is not protection
ism. The U.S. trade policy under this 
administration has been no policy at 
all. Laissez-faire in trade is not fair to 
America. We are indeed facing today a 
red threat, the red ink in trade. It is 
time for this administration to get 
smart, to get serious, and to get tough 
in the area of international trade. 

ARMS CONTROL 
<Mr. MARKEY asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Speaker, the 
Soviet Government yesterday offered 
to stop all nuclear explosions and the 
United States is ahead in nuclear war
head technology. 

The White House, unfortunately, re
jected it out of hand. They said that 
such Soviet proposals are invariably 
self -serving and designed to lock in 
areas of Soviet advantage. Just the op
posite is the case here. 

The message this sends is this: If the 
Soviets propose it, the United States 
will oppose it. That is no way to 
achieve arms control. 

President Reagan offered them on
site inspection of American nuclear 
tests. I welcome that. On-site inspec
tion is good and long overdue. 

But the point is not to monitor nu
clear explosions, but to end them. 
These proposals make it seem that 
President Reagan believes in verifica
tion, but not in arms control. 

This is the classic historic opportuni
ty. We can stop all nuclear tests now. 
All we have to do is say "yes." 

President Eisenhower was not afraid 
to say yes in 1958 to 1961. We had no 
tests on either side during those years. 

Why are we now still afraid? Let us 
verify a comprehensive test ban 
treaty, not verify the arms. race. 

Mr. President, do not turn your back 
on this opportunity. You and Presi
dent Gorbachev have the opportunity 
of going down in history as the two 
greatest men who have ever lived in 
the history of this planet. 

BUDGET AGREEMENT 
<Mr. SCHUMER asked and was 

given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.> 

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. Speaker, as we 
sit here this afternoon, the budget 
process hangs in the balance. If we do 
not have a budget this week, one thing 
is clear, we will probably not have a 
budget at all. 

The shame of it is that the Senate 
and the House are so close, and yet 
they seem to be so far. They are so 
close because over $50 billion of cuts, 

the very number that Paul Volcker, 
the Chairman of the Federal Reserve, 
told us was a necessity, and important 
in terms of reducing the deficit, are 
agreed upon. The Senate conferees, 
the House conferees could sit down in 
10 minutes and agree on $50 billion in 
cuts. 

It is any number higher than $50 bil
lion that gives us trouble. Maybe we 
should include a COLA freeze. Maybe 
we should not. What should be the at
titude toward new revenues? 

But on the things that we cannot 
agree upon, we ought to once' and for 
all agree to disagree. And on the 
things we do agree upon, we ought to 
sit down and have a budget. The fi
nancial markets, the country as a 
whole and even the international 
trade situation all depend on us 
coming through with a budget. And it 
would be a darn shame, Mr. Speaker, 
if for a disagreement over a few billion 
dollars, a $50-billion agreement were 
thrown down the drain. 

PRESIDENTIAL TORPEDO OF 
BUDGET COMPROMISE 

<Mr. AuCOIN asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his 
remarks.) 

Mr. AuCOIN. Mr. Speaker, the 
President's incredible decision to tor
pedo the budget compromise is a shat
tering mistake. While the compromise, 
as I understand it, was in no sense per
fect, we had the prospect, at least 
fleetingly, for a budget that would 
slash $80 billion off the deficit next 
year, and more than $300 billion off the 
deficit over the next 3 years. 

Mr. Speaker, $80 billion, is dramati
cally better than the deficit reduction 
numbers agreed to by the House and 
agreed to by the other body. The $80 
billion would send an unmistakable 
message to the financial markets and 
to the world that the Government of 
the United States is, indeed, serious 
about solving the deficit crisis. And 
make no mistake about it, a crisis it is. 

All it took was some leadership. It 
was being shown in fledgling terms for 
a few precious moments. But from the 
White House instead we got a torpedo. 

Let the people of this country know 
what has transpired over the last few 
days, and let them understand the 
White House's own failure to come to 
grips with the No.1 economic problem 
facing this country. 

ARMS CONTROL AND A 
COMPREHENSIVE TEST BAN 

<Mr. F ASCELL asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his 
remarks.) 

Mr. FASCELL. Mr. Speaker, I ap
plaud the President for his proposal to 
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the Soviet Union with regard to uni
lateral inspection of nuclear explo
sions in the United States. This is cer
tainly a positive step toward reducing 
tension between the superpowers. 

I would, however, hope that the ad
ministration would reassess its posi
tion with respect to the Soviet propos
al for a moratorium on all nuclear 
testing. We should not turn dowri the 
Soviet offer outright simply because it 
is deemed to be political posturing on 
either side, or because it is a difficult 
issue. 

The truth of the matter is that this 
is an opportunity that ought to be 
seized upon seriously. We have been 
on record for a long time in support of 
a renegotiated comprehensive test ban 
treaty with proper verification. Here is 
an opportunity to see if we act posi
tively to stop the escalation which 
seems to be before us and to move 
toward a comprehensive test ban 
treaty. 

It would be extremely useful, it 
seems to me, if the Congress would go 
on record in support of the adminis
tration's offer and also in support of 
the Soviet offer for a mutual moratori
um or nuclear treaty. These efforts 
would move us toward the suspension 
of all nucler testing. 

House Joint Resolution 3, recently 
approved by the Foreign Affairs Com
mittee, moves us along this road by 
urging the President to seek ratifica
tion of two testing treaties and by 
urging the President to propose to the 
Soviet Union the immediate resump
tion of negotiation on a comprehen
sive test ban treaty. The measure is 
now pending before the floor where its 
approval is more urgent than ever. We 
should seize the opportunities before 
us and bring an end to nuclear testing. 

0 1300 

THE COMPARABLE WORTH 
DEFICIT 

<Mr. RITTER asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his 
remarks.) 

Mr. RITI'ER. Mr. Speaker, compara
ble worth is like a gift-wrapped bomb. 
It looks nice on the surface, but what 
is inside is lethal. 

This week, the House will take up 
legislation to perform a study on sex
based salary discrimination in the Fed
eral Government. 

The problem with the legislation, 
Mr. Speaker, is that it assumes from 
the outset that the comparable worth 
theory is valid. Most economists; 
indeed, the great weight of economic 
opinion, would violently disagree with 
that. 

We have serious problems in putting 
this Nation's financial house in order. 
We have a significant budget deficit; 
we have a record trade deficit. The 
last thing this country needs, Mr. 

Speaker, is a brand new, massive self
imposed deficit that is ideologically in
duced: The comparable worth deficit. 

THE BUDGET BUCK STOPS 
HERE 

<Mr. FRENZEL asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his 
remarks.) 

Mr. FRENZEL. Mr. Speaker, there 
has been a procession of orators today 
castigating the President for, as one of 
them suggested, "torpedoing a budget 
compromise." 

I think the record would be fair if it 
indicated that the compromise that he 
torpedoed was one that had already 
been torpedoed by House budget man
agers and by the Speaker of the 
House. 

The House has made it quite clear 
what it prefers for a budget. He wants 
as little saving as possible, a paper 
saving of $57 billion which translates 
to an acutal savings of perhaps less 
than a third of that. 

I do not think any amount of !
minute speaking can change the re
sponsibility that lies in this House and 
our counterpart on the other side of 
the Capitol. 

The President gave us a budget that 
called for some reductions. We reject
ed that. It is our responsibility, then, 
to find one of our own. We have not 
done it. 

To add insult to injury, the House 
has voted for appropriations that even 
exceed our feeble budget. This House 
ought to accept the blame. The buck 
stops right here. 

TENTH ANNIVERSARY OF THE 
SIGNING OF THE HELSINKI 
FINAL ACT 
Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent to take from the 
Speaker's table the Senate joint reso
lution <S.J. Res. 180) commemorating 
the lOth anniversary of the signing of 
the Helsinki Final Act. 

The Clerk read the title of the 
Senate joint resolution. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Maryland? 

Mr. BROOMFIELD. Mr. Speaker, 
reserving the right to object, I do so to 
allow the gentleman from Maryland 
[Mr. HoYER] an opportunity to ex
plain the resolution. 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, as the co
chairman of the U.S. <Helsinki) Com
mission on Security and Cooperation 
in Europe, I rise today in support of a 
resolution commemorating the lOth 
anniversary of the signing of the Hel
sinki Final Act. On August 1, 1975, the 
leaders of 33 nations of Western and 
Eastern Europe, Canada, and the 
United States signed the Helsinki 
Final Act. Seen as the capstone of de-

tente policy, the Final Act placed re
spect for fundamental human free
doms squarely within the East-West 
framework as a basic element of gov
ernment-to-government relations. 
Through good faith observance of the 
Final Act's standards for responsible 
and humane international conduct, 
signatory states were to advance along 
the difficult road toward mutual trust 
and cooperation. 

As President Ford said upon signing 
the accords in 1975: 

History will judge this Conference not by 
what we say here today, but by what we do 
tomorrow-not by the promises we make, 
but by the promises we keep. 

From the beginning, the West has 
acknowledged that full implementa
tion of the Helsinki accords' human 
rights provisions realistically cannot 
be accomplished overnight but would 
necessarily be a long-term process. 

The lack of significant progress in 
the area of human rights such as we 
find in the Soviet Union is not and 
should not be viewed as testimony on 
the credibility and utility of the Com
mission on Security and Cooperation 
in Europe process. This process has le
gitimized human rights as a matter of 
diplomatic discourse among nations 
and has placed it on the agenda of our 
allies. 

By signing the Helsinki accords, the 
Western democracies in essence 
pledged to keep faith with the perse
cuted in the East. 

It is telling to recall that the West 
failed to anticipate the impact that 
the human rights provision of the Hel
sinki accords would have on East bloc 
citizens. Western human rights advo
cates and politicians were not the first 
to act upon the accords as a means to 
expose human rights violations in the 
East. East bloc citizens seized upon the 
Helsinki provision as a program for 
human rights advocacy. 

Despite continued repression, Hel
sinki monitors in the Soviet Union and 
Eastern Europe persevere in their per
ilous and selfless work to this day. 
Less than a week ago, Charter '77 
issued a statement in commemoration 
of the lOth anniversary. It is a state
ment of hope, of urging not to give up 
and of reaffirmation of the ideals of 
the Final Act. For these courageous 
men and women, the Helsinki process 
remains a source of inspiration and of 
hope. It is also a lifeline, however thin 
a thread. It is not for us to sever that 
thread. 

Mr. Speaker, 10 short years ago, the 
Helsinki Final Act helped to usher in a 
new era in international relations 
based on the precept that a states' 
humane treatment of its citizens is as 
significant as respect for a neighbors' 
frontiers or willingness to settle dis
putes peacefully. Because of Helsinki, 
Western governments now take it for 
granted that it is their right and re-
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sponsibility to speak out when human 
rights violations occur in another par
ticipating state. 

Mr. Speaker, this commemoration is 
a solemn moment, a time for reckon
ing, for coming to terms with our 
hopes and with our expectations. The 
foundation of the Helsinki process was 
painstakingly built in Geneva. It has 
developed slowly and has suffered set
backs. Frustration is great and justi
fied. 

But we should not lose sight of our 
ultimate aim, perhaps put most elo
quently by Physicist Yuri Orlov, 
founder of the Moscow Helsinki group 
and a prisoner of conscience since 
1977: 

By our efforts, we increase the probability 
that in the end we shall be successful. 

Mr. Speaker, I thank the gentleman 
from Michigan [Mr. BROOMFIELD] , the 
ranking member of the Committee on 
Foreign Affairs, for yielding and for 
his leadership in this area, and I ex
press my appreciation as well to the 
former chairman of the Helsinki Com
mission and the present chairman of 
the Committee on Foreign Affairs, the 
distinguished gentleman from Florida 
[Mr. FASCELL]. 

Mr. BROOMFIELD. I thank the 
gentleman. 

Further reserving the right to 
object, Mr. Speaker, I yield to the 
ranking member of the Subcommittee 
on Human Rights and International 
Organizations of the Committee on 
Foreign Affairs, the gentleman from 
New York [Mr. SOLOMON]. 
e Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
in strong support of Senate Joint Res
olution 180 and urge its unanimous 
adoption by the House of Representa
tives. 

On August 1, 1975, representatives 
of 35 governments in Europe and 
North America concluded the Confer
ence on Security and Cooperation in 
Europe by placing the signatures of 
their governments on a solemn cov
enant now known as the Helsinki 
Final Act. This covenant established 
the primacy of human rights as the 
foundation that underlies political and 
economic cooperation between the 
countries of Europe. This resolution 
commemorates the lOth anniversary 
of the signing of the Helsinki Final 
Act. In a commemoration of this kind, 
it is incumbent on us, as representa
tives of the people of the United 
States, to take stock of what has been 
accomplished in the last 10 years. 

Unfortunately, there is little cause 
for rejoicing on this occasion. Even a 
casual reading of the Helsinki Final 
Act is enough to convince any objec
tive person that the lofty ideals and 
declarations of purpose to which sig
natory countries have committed 
themselves have been ignored, even re
viled, by the Soviet Union and its sat
ellite countries. 

When the Helsinki Final Act was 
signed 10 years ago, many of us were 
skeptical. However much we may be
lieve in the principles of freedom and 
human dignity that are enunciated in 
the Helsinki Final Act, the act also 
served to legalize or ratify the Soviet 
Union's conquest of Eastern Europe-a 
conquest that has subjugated many 
peoples and cultures, a conquest that 
was begun by force of arms and com
pleted by political deceit and treach
ery that have no parallel in this centu
ry. 

It was the hope of some people that 
perhaps this recognition of Soviet he
gemony in Eastern Europe would be 
enough to induce concessions by the 
Kremlin in the area of human rights. 
But such has not been the case. And I 
am led to no other conclusion than 
that the Soviet Union and its puppets 
in Eastern Europe placed their signa
tures on the Helsinski Final Act in a 
cynical and hypocritical attempt to 
gain an advantage in the propaganda 
warfare that has divided Europe since 
World War II. 

If the Soviet Union and its satellites 
have any intention of living up to the 
human rights standards that are en
shrined in the Helsinki Final Act, they 
have yet to give any indication of it. 
The tyranny, the repression, and the 
human degradation have continued 
unabated behind the Iron Curtain 
during these past 10 years. 

Mr. Speaker, the implication is clear: 
The war against totalitarianism did 
not end with the defeat of fascism in 
1945. The war continues today. It is 
not a shooting war in Europe-unless, 
of course, we consider the case of 
Major Nicholson and other American 
victims of Soviet violence-but it is a 
war just as real as World War II. And 
the stakes are just as high, too. What 
is ultimately at stake is the survival of 
freedom and human dignity on the 
European Continent-the very place 
where these great ideas first originat
ed many centuries ago. 

The record of the past 10 years is 
bad. The Helsinki Final Act has not 
proven to be a restraint on Soviet bel
ligerence. But the Helsinki Final Act 
does have symbolic importance. More
over, it provides us with a tool to use 
in dealing with the Soviet Union and 
its cronies. Let us take advantage of 
this 10-year commemoration to rededi
cate ourselves to the principles the act 
contains. Let us strive to turn the 
act-a piece of paper-into a living re
ality. I call upon our present adminis
tration and all subsequent administra
tions to make this solemn covenant 
the centerpiece of the East/West 
dialog and of our policy in Europe. 

Let us keep faith with the many mil
lions of people who suffer under the 
yoke of Soviet communism in Europe. 
Their cries should not go unheard. 
Nor should we be hesitant in demand
ing Soviet compliance with the princi-

pies the Kremlin pledged to uphold 
when the Helsinki Final Act was 
signed. 

Over the next 10 years and beyond, 
let us strive to make the Helsinki 
Final Act a living expression of the 
faith that animates and sustains a free 
society and a free people. The Helsinki 
Final Act should be more than a 
monument to good intentions, it 
should be held forth as a beacon of 
hope to those people who are op
pressed in Eastern Europe.e 

Mr. BROOMFIELD. Further reserv
ing the right to object, Mr. Speaker, I 
yield to the gentleman from Pennsyl
vania [Mr. RITTER]. 

Mr. RITTER. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
support of Senate Joint Resolution 
180, commemorating the lOth anniver
sary of the signing of the Helsinki ac
cords. 

My colleagues, we in this House have 
to understand that the 10 years of 
those Helsinki accords have seen some 
achievement, particularly in putting 
human rights in the forefront of inter
national affairs. But those 10 years 
have also shown many disappoint
ments. Those disappointments are 
mirrored in the minds and in the 
memories of millions of people who 
saw in the Helsinki accords a chance 
to rise up out of repression and to seek 
new avenues to achieve basic human 
rights goals. 

I think we would be dishonest with 
ourselves and with all those people if 
we did not recognize the facts as they 
are; and the facts as they are indicate 
that the Soviet Union has cynically 
used the Helsinki accords to solidify 
its post-World War II boundaries in 
Eastern and Central Europe, while 
giving extraordinarily little on the 
human rights front. 

This House of Representatives has a 
body entitled the Joint Commission
along with the Senate-on Security 
and Cooperation in Europe; normally 
known as the Helsinki Commission. It 
is a bipartisan body and until recently 
under the leadership of Chairman 
FASCELL, the gentleman from Florida. 
This body met over the years to con
sider the performance and the adher
ence of the signatory nations to the 
Helsinki accords. 

While the record of Soviet and East 
bloc conformity with the Helsinki ac
cords is not good, the body neverthe
less allowed people to come forward 
with their experiences, with their 
ideas, and with their proposals to open 
up the channels of consideration of 
human rights in the U.S.S.R. and East 
bloc countries. 

0 1310 
The Helsinki watch group inside the 

U.S.S.R. was a direct outgrowth of the 
signing of the accords and the estab
lishment of the Joint Commission on 
Security and Cooperation in Europe. 
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The same is true of Charter '77 in 
Czechoslovakia. It should be recog
nized, however, that these groups, 
while still in existence today, are 
barely operative. And it should be rec
ognized that a major contingent of 
Helsinki "monitors," those who are 
still alive, who have not perished in 
Soviet labor camps, who are not living 
in Soviet labor camps, if one calls that 
life, who are not in forcible internal 
exile, that a sizable and prestigious 
number of Helsinki monitors have 
called for the abolition of the Helsinki 
accords. 

I think we should very seriously con
sider what these people are telling us, 
and I think as we go forward with the 
work of the Joint Commission on Se
curity and Cooperation in Europe, the 
House and the Senate body; we should 
investigate whether or not these ac
cords have been abused and misused to 
the point where those to be served by 
opening channels for human rights 
achievements and new human rights 
goals have been cyncially shunted 
aside in exchange for Soviet lip service 
to human rights while in pursuit of 
the historical solidification of post 
World War II borders. 

I personally feel that it is a worth
while effort to keep the accords, at 
least in the near term. We should not 
rule out the consideration of the over
all effectiveness of our accords, what 
they have provided to the people 
whom they were intended to serve, 
and what they have provided to the 
people who continue to repress them. 

To the gentleman from Michigan 
[Mr. BROOMFIELD] I thank him for his 
leadership on issues of this kind in the 
Foreign Affairs Committee, and to the 
new House-side cochairman of the 
Commission, the gentleman from 
Maryland [Mr. HOYER], I wish him 
welt in his new leadership role. I would 
also like to thank personally the ex
tensive bipartisan and creative efforts 
of the gentleman from Florida over 
the period of years that I was honored 
to be a member of the Helsinki Com
mission. 

Mr. BROOMFIELD. Mr. Speaker, 
further reserving the right to object, I 
am very happy to yield to the gentle
man from Florida [Mr. FASCELL], the 
chairman of the Committee on For
eign Affairs. 

Mr. FASCELL. I thank my colleague 
from Michigan for yielding, and I 
want to commend him for helping to 
bring this resolution to the floor, as 
well as the gentleman from New York 
[Mr. GILMAN], and, of course, the co
chairman of the Committee on Securi
ty and Cooperation in Europe, the 
gentleman from Maryland [Mr. 
HoYER], who is the cochairman on the 
House side, and I would like to say to 
my colleagues that this is not just an
other resolution. It is a very important 
resolution for us to consider and to 

pass, for many reasons. I would just 
like to highlight some of them. 

First of all, we reaffirm our commit
ment to the Helsinki accords. The Hel
sinki accords lay down principles of 
conduct between nations and between 
nations and their peoples, an historic 
document which was signed by the 
heads of states of 35 nations. Ten 
years later, they meet to commemo
rate that event in Helsinki. This reso
lution, therefore, supports the Secre
tary of State in his statement at Hel
sinki and the policy of the United 
States as we view the Helsinki accords 
10 years later. 

We do not ignore it all and we all 
pay attention in this resolution to the 
fact that the implementation of the 
Helsinki accords in the field of human 
rights has been less than desirable and 
that the Soviet Union has been egre
gious in its violations and intransigent 
in its implementation. An important 
fact in calling attention to that is that 
we must continue to do that because 
as all of the witnesses before the Com
mission have told us in the last 8 
years, it is the one little hope that 
they have, that is, that the outside 
world will never forget and allow that 
these violations of principles formally 
agreed to by all of the nations contin
ue to be violated in the most inhuman 
manner by the Soviet Union and other 
signatories and that this is the hope 
that must be kept alive and that we 
must continue, therefore, the process 
which gives us the opportunity to keep 
human rights at a very high level in 
international discussion, in all forums, 
so that people will have at least that 
glimer of hope that it will not be 
brushed aside, it will not be covered 
over as imperfect as the Helsinki ac
cords themselves might be in their im
plementation, because it has no en
forcement process, it is not a treaty, 
the only thing that all of the people 
can look forward to is the fact that in 
Vienna in 1986 we will have on~ more 
review conference to again point out 
the fact that man's inhumanity to 
man continues but that we in the 
United States, as one of the moral 
leaders of the world, have not forget
ten the treatment, the mistreatment, 
of people who live under the yoke. 

Mr. BROOMFIELD. Mr. Speaker, 
further reserving the right to object, I 
yield to the gentleman from New York 
[Mr. GILMAN], who is the ranking mi
nority member on the Europe and 
Middle East Subcommittee of the 
Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
strong support of Senate Joint Resolu
tion 180, which is a companion bill to 
House Joint Resolution 361, intro
duced by our colleague and the distin
guished vice chairman of the Helsinki 
Commission, Mr. HoYER, and I want to 
thank our distinguished chairman of 
our Foreign Affairs Committee, the 
gentleman from Florida [Mr. FASCELL], 

for his continued efforts in monitoring 
the Helsinki accords, both as chairman 
of that Commission and as chairman 
of our Foreign Affairs Committee, and 
also the ranking minority member of 
our committee, the gentleman from 
Michigan [Mr. BROOMFIELD], for help
ing to bring this measure to the floor 
at this time. This legislation, which I 
am pleased to cosponsor, commemo
rates the lOth anniversary of the sign
ing of the Helsinki Act on August 1, 
1975. Although the climate for com
memoration could most certainly be 
far better, it is important, nonetheless, 
to recognize that such an important 
document as the Helsinki final accords 
is still alive and kicking. These first 10 
years give us much to review, and I an
ticipate discussing the progress of 
human rights under the accords in far 
more detail later on today in a special 
order. 

This legislation summarizes the con
cerns of the Congress and the Ameri
can people with respect to the several 
"baskets" which comprise the Helsinki 
Final Act. However, our primary inter
est today centers on the disregard of 
the Soviet Union, as a signatory 
nation, to adhere to the Lofty princi
ples of Fundamental Freedoms set 
forth .in this document. Although 
some progress was made in the first 
few years following implementation, 
the last 6 years have seen an unprece
dented decline in the respect for 
human rights generally and for the 
provisions in principle seven specifical
ly, which center on freedom of 
thought, conscience, religion or belief, 
and respect for human rights and fun
damental free<;toms. 

As we review the history of the Hel
sinki accords, it is reassuring that the 
American people continue to demon
strate strong support for the Helsinki 
Final Act, the Madrid concluding doc
ument, the United Nations Charter 
and the Universal Declaration on 
Human Rights. While there is alleged 
support for these acts in the Soviet 
Union, the many Helsinki Watch Mon
itoring Groups which sprang up 10 
years ago to monitor Soviet compli
ance have now been all but disbanded, 
and many Helsinki monitors has been 
confined to labor camps, incaracreated 
in harsh prisons, and sent to lonely -
places of internal exile. 

This resolution <S.J. Res. 180) 
strongly reaffirms the support of the 
Congress for the humanitarian princi
ples set forth in the above mentioned 
accords, and urges our President to 
convey this deep and abiding concern 
to the U.S.S.R. At all future meetings 
of the Helsinki signatory states, this 
resolution calls on our Nation to raise 
the issue of ongoing human rights vio
lations with the Soviet Union and its 
allies, and to work with the govern
ments of other Western democracies 
in promoting human rights progress in 
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the Eastern signatory states. It is in
cumbent upon all of us concerned 
about the dignity of man to exploit 
every avenue in stressing the inherent 
link between human rights for all and 
the achievement of lasting peace. Ac
cordingly, Mr. Speaker, I urge our col
leagues to join in adopting this impor
tant resolution. 
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Mr. BROOMFIELD. Mr. Speaker, I 

yield to the gentleman from Illinois 
[Mr. HYDE], a senior member of the 
Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

Mr. HYDE. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, we celebrate today a 
triumph of our capacity for self-decep
tion and naivete over reality. Why 
anybody had any right in the name of 
common sense to expect the Soviet 
Union to live up to the undertakings 
that it became a signatory to in the 
Helsinki accords, I do not know. It 
would be a total repudiation of histo
ry. 

Andrei Sakharov, Anatoly Schranski 
cannot leave the country, along with a 
long and depressing list of people who 
seek to emigrate from the Soviet 
Union. Yet, the Soviets undertook in 
this accord to free up immigration .. We 
have just finished imposing in both 
bodies, sanctions on the Republic of 
South Africa. But Bishop Tutu can 
leave the country. Chief Buthelezi can 
leave the country. They do not hold 
people under house arrest over there 
remotely approaching what the Soviet 
Union does. And yet here we are cele
brating 10 years of adject failure to 
provide the slightest respect for any 
practice of human rights in the Soviet 
Union. 

Oh, yes, we have got a document 
that they have signed and we can 
show to the world, to the Court of 
Public Opinion, I do not know where 
that is, maybe the United Nations, or 
the World Court where virtually 
nobody ever .votes with us, that the 
Soviet Union does not live up to its un
dertakings. 

A treaty, an understanding, an 
accord is as good as the intention of its 
signatories to live up to it. Once more 
the Soviet Union has shown that 
words do not mean anything. Solemn 
undertakings do not mean anything to 
its leaders and to its government. 

I hope the lesson of 10 years of fail
ure in the field of human rights vis-a
vis the Soviet Union, as celebrated 
today upon the celebration of the Hel
sinki accords will teach us as we try to 
negotiate treaties at Geneva for arms 
control that we need a clear-eyed, un
sentimental view of the Soviet Union, 
its philosophy, its history, and its 
goals. I hope for that, but nothing in 
what we memorialize today gives me 
cause for optimism. 

Mr. BROOMFIELD. Mr. Speaker, 
further reserving the right to object, I 

. ( 

yield to a member of the Committee 
on Foreign Affairs and of the Subcom
mittee on Human Rights and Interna
tional Organizations, the gentleman 
from New Jersey [Mr. SMrTHJ. 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. I thank 
the gentleman for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, 10 years after the sign
ing of the Helsinki accords I believe 
this is an excellent time for this House 
to commemorate the Conference on 
Security and Cooperation in Europe 
the Helsinki Commission. I am proud 
to serve as a commissioner on this im
portant commission. As the joint reso
lution before us today clearly states, 
there is an inherent relationship be
tween the quest for international 
human rights, and the quest for a last
ing peace. As a matter of fact, the two 
are inseparable. 

Three years ago, President Reagan 
declared to the British Parliament 
that "we must be staunch in our con
viction that freedom is not the sole 
prerogative of a lucky few, but the in
alienable and universal right of all 
human beings. "Mr. Speaker, we in 
this Congress and indeed the whole 
Western World, look on in disbelief 
and frustration at the flagrant Soviet 
violations of their solemn commitment 
to observe human rights. I would 
remind my colleagues that these com
mitments were explicitly stated in the 
Helsinki Final Act of 1975, and restat
ed again in the Madrid concluding doc
ument. 

Clearly the Soviets and their allies 
talk a good game, but their record in 
badly tarnished with pervasive repres
sion, torture, the use of psychiatric 
prisons and mind altering drugs to ter
rorize dissendents, the use of forced 
labor and institutionalized anti-Semi
tism. 

Mr. Speaker, I believe nevertheless 
that the Helsinki process is worth
while and provides hope to the victims 
of Soviet and East bloc repression. 
The Helsinki process provides hope for 
believers in God, a group who are 
often singled out for very harsh treat
ment. 

As one Jewish refusenik remarked to 
me when I was in the Soviet Union a 
few years ago, and I quote: 

You in the West are our only real hope; 
the Helsinki accords are leverage. 

Implementation of the Helsinki ac
cords hasn't been perfect, but they 
have been a constructive influence. 
They do provide leverage. 

Just last month, Mr. Speaker, I trav
eled through Romania to investigate 
allegations of severe religious repres
sion in that country. In meetings and 
conversations throughout Romania I 
was told by individual believers who 
put themselves at great risk simply by 
talking to a Westerner, that Western 
efforts on their behalf gave them gen
uine hope and that an appeals process 
like Helsinki was necessary in order 
for at least some of them to obtain 

freedom-or at least a diminution of 
repression. 

Furthermore, I would suggest that 
absent the Helsinki accords, things 
might otherwise be worse. I believe it 
can be argued that the Helsinki ac
cords have a chilling effect to some 
degree on the abuses in the Soviet 
Union and the Eastern bloc. 

Mr. Speaker finally, let me just say 
that we in the West must seriously ac
knowledge that barring a miracle of 
profound proportions, reform in the 
current status of individual freedoms 
in the Soviet Union and the Eastern 
bloc promise to be incremental at best. 
But the alternative, to do nothing, is 
wrong. 

Mr. Speaker, by their repressive poli
cies, I would point out to my col
leagues that the Soviet Union and the 
Eastern bloc have turned millions of 
ordinary people into spiritual giants
martyrs-in the eyes of the West and 
in the eyes of God. 

Although the tenacity, the courage, 
and the abiding faith of these individ
uals may not be fully applauded or 
recognized in this world, the stories of 
their bravery will certainly be the grist 
of legends in the world to come. Mr. 
Speaker, I urge all of my colleagues to 
support this resolution. 

Mr. BROOMFIELD. Mr. Speaker, 
further reserving the right to object, I 
yield to the gentleman from Illinois 
[Mr. PORTER]. 

Mr. PORTER. I thank the gentle
man for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, I commend the gentle
man from Maryland, the cochairman 
of the Helsinki Commission and the 
cosponsors-of which I am proud to be 
one-for offering this resolution mark
ing the lOth anniversary of the Helsin
ki Final Act. 

As founder and cochairman of the 
Congressional Human Rights Caucus 
and a founding member of the Inter
national Parliamentary Group on 
Human Rights in the Soviet Union, I 
believe very strongly that this is a doc
ument of hope, not only for the people 
of the West, but for the imprisoned 
millions behind the Iron Curtain of 
Communist oppression in the East. 

As a new member of the Helsinki 
Commission, I went with my col
leagues to Ottawa to the Helsinki 
Human Rights Review Conference 
about 2 months ago, and while our del
egation sat across the table from that 
of the Soviet Union and talked of 
Andrei Sakharov, of Anatoly Shchar
anski, of Ida Nudel, Joseph Begun, 
Zachar Zunshine, and others, they 
talked of unemployment and of the 
American Indians. As we talked of the 
substance of human rights-the fate 
of individuals-they talked of propa
ganda. 

Mr. Speaker, 10 years after the sign
ing of the Helsinki Final Act we find 
in the Soviet Union the state-spon-

-
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sored Anti-Zionist Committee, official 
anti-Semitism that is rampant, the 
Helsinki monitor groups disbanded, 
their members imprisoned on 
trumped-up charges, or held in psychi
atric institutions or in internal exile, 
final refusals given to those seeking to 
emigrate, and repression of human 
rights greater than ever before. 

In the Soviet satellite countries, Mr. 
Speaker, we find in Bulgaria, the 
Turkish minority trampeled; in 
Poland, the Solidarity Union move
ment, and the cause of free labor, in a 
shambles; and in the German Demo
cratic Republic, Romania, Hungary, 
and Czechoslovakia, the story is, with 
some small variations, much the same. 

So today we have to celebrate, Mr. 
Speaker, in sadness, and we have tore
solve that the next 10 years will see 
true, real progress on human rights. 
We have to send the message to our 
Soviet adversaries that without such 
real progress the Soviets and their sat
ellites will get from us no cooperation, 
no agreements, no meaningful dialog, 
nothing for which they sought the 
Helsinki Final Act. 

Mr. BROOMFIELD. Mr. Speaker, 
further reserving the right to object, I 
yield to the gentleman from Pennsyl
vania [Mr. COUGHLIN]. 

Mr. COUGHLIN. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
in strong support of the resolution. 

0 1330 
Mr. BROOMFIELD. Mr. Speaker, I 

support the joint resolution before us 
which marks the anniversary of the 
Helsinki Final Act. The resolution con
demns the ongoing Eastern bloc viola
tions of the Helsinki accords. It direct 
our Government to convey our deep 
concern about the flagrant human 
rights violations in the Soviet Union. 

Ten years ago, President Ford and 
other leaders signed that solemn 
accord concerning human rights and 
related matters. This anniversary 
should be a joyous occasion. Today, all 
of us should be able to praise the great 
strides made in human rights in the 
past 10 years in the Soviet Union and 
bloc nations. 

But the opposite is true. The anni
versary of that signing ceremory is an 
occasion of great sadness. It is a grim 
human tragedy that little progress has 
been made in improving human rights 
conditions in the Eastern bloc, and the 
Soviet Union. In reality, the human 
rights situation in those countries 
hasn't improved. 

While the accord commits the sign
ers to respect human rights, the Sovi
ets and Eastern bloc nations have ig
nored their promises. To them, this 
agreement was a joke. 

After the pact was signed, a group of 
Soviet citizens formed the Moscow 
Helsinki Watch Group to monitor the 
Kremlin's compliance with the accord. 
Most members of that group are now 
in labor camps, or in harsh exile. 

Many of them are in poor health and 
some are being denied proper treat
ment outside the U.S.S.R. because of 
their involvement with that group. 

The free flow of information and 
ideas between the East and the West 
has never really started. In 1984, for 
example, only 900 Soviet Jews were al
lowed to leave the Soviet Union. 

The real value of the legislation 
before us is that it calls attention to 
the continued human rights violations 
by the Soviet Union and their allies. 

How can we hope to have real peace 
with the Soviets if they can't respect a 
solemn agreement? How can we trust a 
country that seems to delight in 
breaking accords? How can we work 
with a country that enjoys silencing 
dissenting voices? 

I urge my colleagues to join me in 
supporting this resolution. 
e Mr. LUNGREN. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
to offer my support for the positive 
language embodied in House Joint 
Resolution 10. The chairman of the 
Foreign Affairs Committee, Mr. FAs
CELL, and our ranking member, Mr. 
BROOMFIELD, should be commended for 
their undertaking today. 

As we mark the lOth anniversary of 
the signing of the Helsinki accords, it 
is appropriate to document the actual 
effect this agreement has had on the 
actions of the signatory countries, par
ticularly the Soviet Union. 

The constant change in leadership 
in the Kremlin over the past decade, 
combined with the signing of the Hel
sinki accords, has, unfortunately, not 
resulted in any constructive improve
ment in the struggle for human.rights 
in the Soviet Union. It would have 
been naive to expect the human rights 
situation to improve immediately after 
the 1975 Helsinki Final Act was 
signed. However, we have a right to 
expect that the situation would im
prove, albeit gradually. 

Mr. Speaker, the succession of Mik
hail Gorbachev leaves an opportunity 
to challenge the Soviet Government's 
record on human rights. One example 
of the repression leveled by the Soviet 
Union against people attempting to 
exercise the basic and fundamental 
rights enumerated in the Helsinki ac
cords is the plight of Soviet Jews. Sta
tistics from the last 5 years reveal a 
crisis situation exists in terms of immi
gration by Soviet Jews, which is at a 
historically low rate. 

I have corresponded on a great 
number of occasions with Soviet offi
cials, on behalf of Soviet Jews who 
desire to emigrate from the Soviet 
Union. In addition, I have been hon
ored to adopt a refusenik by the name 
of Leonid Volvovsky. Leonid was re
cently arrested by Soviet authorities 
for the crime teaching Hebrew to 
others. I immediately sent a telegram 
to three top level Soviet officials, in
cluding Anatoly Dobrynin, Ambassa
dor to the United States; Aleksandr 

Rukunkov, the Procurator General
equivalent to the U.S. Attorney Gener
al-in Moscow; and to Anatoly Mysh
kov, the Consul General at the Soviet 
Consulate in San Francisco. In this 
telegram I stated: "I understand the 
Soviet Government has arrested 
Leonid Volvovsky. Please drop all 
charges against Volvovsky and let him 
leave for Isreal. In my contact with 
Volvovsky over the last 2 years I have 
found him to be a man of fine charac
ter. He only wants happiness and secu
rity for his family." To date, I have 
not received a reply from any Soviet 
official. Certainly imprisonment for 
those who teach the Hebrew religion 
is not a policy a country should be 
proud of. 

Mr. Speaker, 1985 is viewed by many 
of us in the Congress as a critical 
period for human rights in general, 
and Soviet Jews in particular. America 
must be the nation that bears the 
burden of carrying the human rights 
movement to repressive governments 
in other parts of the world because no 
other nation on earth enjoys the bene
fits of freedom more. I urge all my col
leagues to support House Joint Reso
lution lO.e 
• Ms. FIEDLER. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
in support of Senate Joint Resolution 
180 commemorating the lOth anniver
sary of the Helsinki accords. However, 
I do so in the hope that the next 10 
years of the so-called Helsinki process 
are more successful than the first. The 
Soviet Union's record of compliance 
with the agreement signed in 1975 has 
been atrocious. Soviet leaders take 
what they like from the pact-namely, 
our recognizing their hegemony in 
Eastern Europe-and ignore the 
human rights provisions they also 
signed. Apparently, individual liberties 
are fine-as long as they don't involve 
the freedom to think, speak, and write 
as you please, to worship as you 
please, to read Western books and 
newspapers, to telephone a relative in 
the United States or Israel without 
the KGB listening in. 

Soviet leaders have been especially 
cynical in the treatment of their citi
zens who had the temerity to take 
them at their word and set up groups 
to monitor compliance with the Hel
sinki agreements. According to the 
U.S. Helsinki Watch Committee, of 
the 100 or more people who openly 
joined these groups in the Soviet 
Union, 51 are currently in prison, in 
psychiatric hospitals, in labor camps, 
or in internal exile. Four have died in 
prison, another was killed in a suspi
cious automobile accident. Another 20 
have been incarcerated and released. 
Not surprisingly, these groups have 
had to abandon their tasks. 

Jewish emigration from the Soviet 
Union is the other area where the 
high hopes of the Helsinki era have 
been bitterly disappointed. After 
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reaching a high of 51,000 in 1979, emi
gration has dwindled to a tiny fraction 
of that number. Last year, only 896 
Jews were allowed to emigrate. 

So while I support the resolution, I 
want Mr. Gorbachev to know that 
Americans in and out of government 
are losing patience with the Kremlin's 
cynical, empty pronouncements. As 
President Ford warned us, the Helsin
ki accord will be judged not by the 
promises that are made, but by the 
promises that are kept.e 

Mr. BROOMFIELD. Mr. Speaker, I 
withdraw my reservation of objection. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Maryland? 

There was no objection. 
The Clerk read the Senate joint res

olution, as follows: 
S.J. REs. 180 

Whereas on August 1, 1975 the United 
States joined thirty-four other nations, in
cluding the Soviet Union and other Warsaw 
Pact states, as signatories to the Final Act 
of the Conference on Security and Coopera
tion in Europe, known as the Helsinki Final 
Act, and 

Whereas the Final Act is a balanced docu
ment incorporating provisions concerning 
human rights and fundamental freedoms, 
military security, cooperation in the fields 
of economic, scientific, cultural and educa
tional affairs, free flow of information, and 
humanitarian affairs, and 

Whereas the Helsinki process has evolved 
into the primary tool of East-West Human 
rights diplomacy and continues to serve as a 
beacon of hope to victims of oppression in 
the Soviet Union and Eastern Europe, and 

Whereas the United States, our NATO 
Allies and a number of neutral and non
aligned countries have documented and pro
tested many serious violations of the human 
rights and human contacts provisions of the 
Final Act by the Soviet Union and other 
Warsaw Pact states, and 

Whereas the Soviet Union displays con
tempt for basic civil and political rights, 
such as freedom of thought, conscience, reli
gion and belief; confines in prisons, labor 
camps and psychiatric institutions or inter
nally exiles hundreds of citizens who have 
sought to know and act upon their rights, 
among them thirty-seven imprisoned mem
bers of Helsinki monitoring groups, and 

Whereas the Soviet Union callously disre
gards its pledge to facilitate human contacts 
and has drastically reduced the numbers of 
Soviet citizens permitted to emigrate; has 
consistently denied exit permission to Soviet 
citizens married to U.S. citizens and to other 
individuals who have claims to U.S. citizen
ship; and deliberately impedes the East
West flow of information by jamming West
em radio broadcasts, and 

Whereas disregard for human rights also 
is evident in the other Warsaw Pact states 
of Eastern Europe, and 

Whereas inter alia, Bulgaria maintains 
virtually total control over the life of its 
people and recently has engaged in a cam
paign of forcible assimilation aimed at the 
Turkish minority population; Czechoslova
kia harshly represses independent social, 
political, religious, minority and cultural ex
pression and persecutes members of Charter 
'77 and VONS <Committee for the Defense 
of the Unjustly Persecuted); The German 
Democratic Republic enforces a restrictive 

emigration policy; Hungary continually har
asses citizens who publish or possess unoffi
cial material; Poland outlaws the Solidarity 
Union, harasses and prosecutes Solidarity 
and human rights advocates and currently 
imprisons over 200 persons for exercising 
their human and workers' rights; Romania 
maintains a repressive internal regime and 
seriously violates the freedoms of con
science, expression and association, as well 
as religious liberty and minority rights; and 

Whereas meetings of Helsinki signatory 
states present important opportunities for 
Western democracies to call the Soviet 
Union and its allies to account for these 
human rights violations, and 

Whereas at the recent Ottawa Human 
Rights Experts Meeting of Helsinki signato
ry states, East Bloc human rights violations 
were raised and deplored by U.S. Ambassa
dor Richard Schifter and by other Western 
and Neutral envoys on behalf of their re
spective states, and 

Whereas U.S. Secretary of State George 
P. Shultz will lead the U.S. Delegation to 
the lOth anniversary commemoration of the 
signing of the Final Act: Now, therefore, be 
it 

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep
resentatives of the United States of America 
in Congress assembled, That-

(1 > the Congress strongly reaffirms the 
human rights principles and humanitarian 
provisions of the Helsinki Final Act and the 
Madrid Concluding Document; 

(2) the Congress recognizes and condemns 
continued East Bloc violations of interna
tional obligations under the U.N. Charter, 
the Universal Declaration on Human 
Rights, the Helsinki Final Act, the Madrid 
Concluding Document, and other relevant 
international instruments; 

(3) the Congress requests that the Presi
dent of the United States direct the U.S. De
partment of State to convey to the Soviet 
Union and its allies the United States' deep 
and abiding human rights concerns; 

(4) the Congress urges the President to 
direct the U.S. Department of State to take 
full advantage of the opportunities provided 
by all upcoming meetings of Helsinki signa
tory states to call the Soviet Union and its 
allies to account for ongoing human rights 
violations and to work constructively with 
the governments of the other Western de
mocracies to promote human rights 
progress in the Eastern signatory states; 
and 

(5) the Congress calls upon the President 
to use every opportunity to stress the inher
ent link-explicitly stated in the Helsinki 
Final Act and the Madrid Concluding Docu
ment-between respect for human rights 
and the achievement of lasting peace. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the third reading of the 
Senate joint resolution. 

The Senate joint resolution was or
dered to be read a third time, and was 
read the third time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the passage of the 
Senate joint resolution. 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 

Mr. BROOMFIELD. Mr. Speaker, 
on that I demand the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic 

device, and there were-yeas 414, nays 
0, not voting 19, as follows: 

Ackerman 
Addabbo 
Akaka 
Alexander 
Anderson 
Andrews 
Annunzio 
Anthony 
Applegate 
Archer 
Armey 
Asp in 
Atkins 
AuCoin 
Badham 
Barnard 
Barnes 
Bartlett 
Barton 
Bateman 
Bates 
Bedell 
Beilenson 
Bennett 
Bereuter 
Berman 
Bevill 
Biaggi 
Bilirakis 
Bllley 
Boehlert 
Boggs 
Boland 
Boner<TN> 
Bonior<MD 
Bonker 
Borski 
Bosco 
Boucher 
Boxer 
Breaux 
Brooks 
Broomfield 
Brown<CA> 
Brown<CO> 
Broyhill 
Bruce 
Bryant 
Burton<CA> 
Burton <IN> 
Bustamante 
Byron 
Callahan 
Campbell 
Carper 
Carr 
Chandler 
Chappell 
Chappie 
Cheney 
Clay 
Clinger 
Coats 
Cobey 
Coble 
Coelho 
Coleman <MO> 
Coleman <TX> 
Collins 
Combest 
Conte 
Conyers 
Coughlin 
Courter 
Craig 
Crane 
Crockett 
Daniel 
Dannemeyer 
Darden 
Daschle 
Daub 
Davis 
DeLay 
Dellums 
Derrick 
De Wine 
Dickinson 
Dicks 
Dingell 
DioGuardi 
Dixon 
Donnelly 

July 30, 1985 
[Roll No. 2661 

YEAS-414 
Dorgan <ND> Kastenmeier 
Dornan <CA> Kemp 
Dowdy Kennelly 
Downey Kildee 
Dreier Kindness 
Duncan Kleczka 
Durbin Kolbe 
Dwyer Kolter 
Dymally Kostmayer 
Dyson Kramer 
Early LaFalce 
Eckart <OH> Lagomarsino 
Eckert CNY> Lantos 
Edgar Latta 
Edwards <CA) Leach CIA> 
Edwards <OK> Leath CTX> 
Emerson Lehman CCA> 
English Lehman <FL> 
Erdreich Leland 
Evans <IA> Lent 
Evans <IL> Levin <MI> 
Fascell Levine <CA> 
Fawell Lewis <CA> 
Fazio Lewis <FL> 
Feighan Lightfoot 
Fields Lipinski 
Fish Livingston 
Flippo Long 
Florio Lott 
Foglietta Lowery <CA> 
Foley Lowry <WA> 
Ford <MI> Lujan 
Fowler Luken 
Frank Lundine 
Franklin Lungren 
Frenzel Mack 
Frost MacKay 
Fuqua Madigan 
Gallo Manton 
Garcia Markey 
Gaydos Marlenee 
Gejdenson Martin <IL> 
Gekas Martin <NY> 
Gephardt Martinez 
Gibbons Matsui 
Gilman MavrouJes 
Gingrich Mazzoli 
Glickman McCain 
Gonzalez McCandless 
Goodling McCloskey 
Gradison McCollum 
Gray <IL> McCurdy 
Green McDade 
Gregg McEwen 
Grotberg McGrath 
Guarini McHugh 
Gunderson McKernan 
Hall <OH> McKinney 
Hall, Ralph McMillan 
Hamilton Meyers 
Hammerschmidt Mica 
Hansen Michel 
Hartnett Mikulski 
Hatcher Miller <CA> 
Hayes Mlller <OH> 
Heftel Mlller <W A> 
Hendon Mineta 
Henry Mitchell 
Hertel Moakley 
Hiler Molinari 
Hlllis Mollohan 
Holt Monson 
Hopkins Montgomery 
Horton Moody 
Howard Moore 
Hoyer Moorhead 
Hubbard Morrison <CT> 
Huckaby Morrison <WA> 
Hughes Murphy 
Hunter Murtha 
Hutto Myers 
Hyde Natcher 
Ireland Neal 
Jacobs Nelson 
Jeffords Nichols 
Jenkins Nielson 
Johnson Nowak 
Jones <NC> O'Brien 
Jones <OK> Oakar 
Jones <TN> Oberstar 
Kanjorski Obey 
Kaptur Olin 
Kasich Ortiz 
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Owens 
Oxley 
Packard 
Panetta 
Parris 
Pas hay an 
Pease 
Penny 
Pepper 
Perkins 
Petri 
Pickle 
Porter 
Price 
Pursell 
Quillen 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Ray 
Regula 
Reid 
Richardson 
Ridge 
Rinaldo 
Ritter 
Roberts 
Robinson 
Rodino 
Roe 
Roemer 
Rogers 
Rose 
Roth 
Roukema 
Rowland <CT> 
Rowland <GA> 
Roybal 
Rudd 
Russo 
Sabo 
Savage 
Saxton 
Schaefer 
Scheuer 
Schneider 

Bentley 
Boulter 
Carney 
Cooper 
Coyne 
de Ia Garza 
Fiedler 

Schroeder 
Schuette 
Schulze 
Schumer 
Seiberling 
Sensenbrenner 
Sharp 
Shaw 
Shelby 
Shumway 
Shuster 
Sikorski 
Siljander 
Sisisky 
Skeen 
Skelton 
Slattery 
Slaughter 
Smith <FL> 
Smith <IA> 
Smith<NE> 
Smith <NH> 
Smith <NJ> 
Smith, Denny 
Smith, Robert 
Snowe 
Snyder 
Solarz 
Solomon 
Spence 
Spratt 
StGermain 
Staggers 
Stallings 
Stangeland 
Stark 
Stenholm 
Stokes 
Strang 
Stratton 
Studds 
Stump 
Sundquist 
Sweeney 
Swift 

Swindall 
Synar 
Tallon 
Tauke 
Taylor 
Thomas<CA> 
Thomas<GA> 
Torres 
Towns 
Traficant 
Traxler 
Udall 
Valentine 
Vander Jagt 
Vento 
Visclosky 
Volkmer 
Vucanovich 
Walgren 
Walker 
Watkins 
Waxman 
Weaver 
Weber 
Weiss 
Wheat 
Whitehurst 
Whitley 
Whittaker 
Whitten 
Wilson 
Wirth 
Wise 
Wolf 
Wolpe 
Wortley 
Wright 
Wyden 
Wylie 
Yates 
Yatron 
Young<AK> 
Young<FL> 
Young<MO> 
Zschau 

NOT VOTING-19 
Ford<TN> 
Gordon 
Gray <PA> 
Hawkins 
Hefner 
Lloyd 
Loeffler 
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Mrazek 
Rostenkowski 
Tauzin 
Torricelli 
Williams 

So the Senate joint resolution was 
passed. 

The result of the vote was an
nounced as above recorded. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5 legislative days in which to 
revise and extend their remarks on the 
subject matter of the Senate joint res
olution just passed. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Maryland? 

There was no objection. 

TREASURY, POSTAL SERVICE 
AND GENERAL GOVERNMENT 
APPROPRIATION ACT, 1986 
Mr. ROYBAL. Mr. Speaker, I move 

that the House resolve itself into the 
Committee of the Whole House on the 
State of the Union for the further 
consideration of the bill <H.R. 3036) 
making appropriations for the Treas
ury Department, the U.S. Postal Serv-

ice, the Executive Office of the Presi
dent, and certain independent agen
cies, for the fiscal year ending Septem
ber 30, 1986, and for other purposes. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from California [Mr. 
ROYBAL] . 

The motion was agreed to. 
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IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE 

Accordingly the House resolved 
itself into the Committee of the 
Whole House on the State of the 
Union for the further consideration of 
the bill, H.R. 3036, with Mr. BEILEN
SON in the chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The CHAIRMAN. When the Com

mittee of the Whole House rose on 
Friday, July 26, 1985, titles V and VI 
were open to amendment at any point. 
Pending was an amendment offered by 
the gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. 
FRENZEL]. 

The Chair now recognizes the gen
tleman from Minnesota [Mr. FRENZEL] 
for 5 minutes in support of his amend
ment. 

Mr. FRENZEL. Mr. Chairman, per 
my letter to each Member of the 
House of Representatives, my amend
ment which is now pending makes uni
form cuts across the board in discre
tionary items in this appropriation. 

Mr. Chairman, the total spending in 
the committee bill amounts to over 
$13 billion. Of that amount, the man
datory spending programs, three of 
them, are not included in my amend
ment. Only included are discretionary 
amounts, which in the bill total $7.25 
billion. 

Mr. Chairman, eliminating the man
datory provisions of the bill, there are 
about $7.2 billion in spending for dis
cretionary items. Those discretionary 
items are about $192 billion over the 
level of fiscal year 1985, the current 
year. In order to preserve the House 
intention to freeze discretionary items, 
my amendment cuts that $192 billion 
by applying an equal reduction of 2.65 
percent across the board to each of 
the discretionary items. It results in a 
savings from the bill's expenditures of 
about $192 billion. 

Mr. Chairman, I have had Members 
ask me why I am cutting Customs, 
why I am cutting BATF or Federal law 
enforcement training, just as Members 
always ask why in a reduction amend
ment we have to cut anything. 

Unfortunately, if we are going to 
reduce spending, we have to cut some
thing. 

I would note, Mr. Chairman, that 
there are two very heavy items in the 
bill. The committee bill increases the 
Customs Service spending by 14 per
cent, which is well over the amount 
contemplated in the House budget res
olution which many Members have 
voted for twice. 

If one accepts my amendment, the 
Customs Service will still have an in
crease of over 11 percent, will still be 
above the House budget resolution 
and will have plenty of money to run a 
good operation. 

Mr. Chairman, the House is being 
tested again today on the basis of 
whether it really meant anything 
when it said it wanted to reduce defi
cits. There is a great deal of question
ing by the people of the United States 
to why this body would vote for a 
freeze in its budget of discretionary 
items, and then, as it handled its ap
propriation bills, continue to spend 
more money than is required by a 
freeze. 

This amendment gives the House a 
chance to stand up for what it said it 
was doing when it passed its budget 
resolution the first time. This gives 
the House a chance to reaffirm what it 
said it was doing in its budget resolu
tion and what many of its Members 
said they wanted to do. 

Again, Mr. Chairman, there will be 
two amendments and those will seek 
to exempt certain line items from 
spending. The first amendment, from 
the gentleman from Texas [Mr. CoLE
MAN], will reduce the force and effect 
of my amendment and result in over
spending on discretionaries. 

The second amendment will reorient 
my suggested allocation. 

In defense of my own amendment, I 
can say that I tried to ratify what the 
committee had done, neither digging 
deeper than it had done nor favoring 
any discretionary amounts that it per
haps did not favor. 

0 1400 
I felt that across the board was the 

best way that I could show respect for 
the committee's work. It is only a 2.65-
percent reduction, and it only reduces 
discretionary spending by $192 million. 
But I think it is the very least that the 
House can do if the House has any in
terest whatsoever in living up to its 
budget resolution or reducing the defi
cit. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
Mr. ROYBAL. Mr. Chairman, I rise 

in opposition to the amendment. 
Mr. Chairman, this amendment 

does, in fact, reduce budgetary spend
ing for these departments by $192 mil
lion. But this is done without the ben
efit of a hearing, and without actually 
knowing what the needs are of the de
partments that are going to be affect
ed by this cut. 

I do not think that this is the proper 
way of making reductions in any 
budget of the Federal Government. I 
think that we must know what the 
needs are of the various departments 
in question before we do that. 

Our committee spent several months 
studying these issues and came to the 
conclusion that the amounts recom-
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mended by the committee were 
proper. These amounts are $214 mil
lion less than the House-passed budget 
resolution. It is $214 million less below 
the budgetary amounts allocated to 
this committee. Not more, but less. 

I have to note that if this amend
ment is adopted, then hundreds of mil
lions of dollars in revenue that could 
and should be collected by IRS will 
not be collected, and our deficit will 
grow even higher as our honest citi
zens bear more and more of the tax 
burden. 

My colleagues probably saw in the 
newspaper this morning that there are 
thousands of individuals in the United 
States that have been waiting for their 
tax refund and they have not been 
able to receive it partly because the 
IRS does not have the sufficient per
sonnel to process those returns and 
send that money back to the people 
that they owe the money to. 

We must also point out the fact, Mr. 
Chairman, that the Federal Govern
ment is paying 13 percent interest on 
the money that they owe, and that 
each day that goes by, more and more 
is being owed to the people who are 
waiting, impatiently, I might say, for 
IRS to send them their tax refund, 
which is expected and in many cases 
very much needed. 

If the amendment is adopted, drugs 
and other illegal imports that should 
be stopped at our borders by Customs 
will find their way into this country, 
and again because this reduction 
means fewer personnel. The damage 
that will be done to our society by 
drugs in actual terms of dollars is liter
ally many billions of dollars' damage, 
and no one really knows how much it 
really will cost ultimately in medical 
care down the line. The damage done 
to the lives of our citizens, particularly 
our youth, is beyond calculation. 

There is another department that is 
also going to be affected by this cut, 
and I am not going to go through each 
of these departments, except those de
partments that are revenue-producing. 
The Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco and 
Firearms brings in billions of dollars 
of revenue, and at the same time it is 
one of the most important Federal 
agencies in stopping illegal trafficking 
of firearms and investigating illegal 
bombings. They would suffer the con
sequences of this cut. And as a result, 
they will be able to do less, again be
cause of lack of personnel. 

There are many agencies funded in 
this bill which perform less exciting 
and less glamorous functions, but 
those functions are important to the 
orderly process of Government. Re
ductions such as this would reduce 
their effectiveness, and in the long run 
would cost the Government far more 
than these reductions would save. 

The General Services Administra
tion, for example, leases, purchases, 
and maintains billions of dollars' 

worth of office and other type of 
space. Less effective management 
could result in substantial loss. GSA is 
also responsible for the purchase of 
billions of dollars in personal property 
and maintains a stockpile valued at 
many billions of dollars. We really do 
not know at this time, since we have 
not studied the effects of this cutback, 
what this would mean to their oper
ations. 

I can go on and on, Mr. Chairman, 
about one of these departments. But I 
hesitate to do so, again because of lack 
of time, but because primarily no one 
seems to be listening. If someone just 
listens to the facts, they will come to 
the same conclusion that the commit
tee came to, that we cannot make 
these cuts, particularly in these reve
nue-producing departments that bring 
in as least $12 in revenue for every $1 
that is spent in their operation. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. COLEMAN OF 

TEXAS TO THE AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. 
FRENZEL 

Mr. COLEMAN of Texas. Mr. Chair
man, I offer an amendment to the 
amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. CoLEMAN of 

Texas to the amendment offered by Mr. 
FRENZEL: At the end thereof insert the fol
lowing new sentence: 

The provisions of the preceding sentence 
shall not apply to funds appropriated or 
otherwise made available under title I of 
this Act for Federal Law Enforcement 
Training, the Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco 
and Firearms, the United States Customs 
Service, the Internal Revenue Service, and 
the United States Secret Service, or title II 
of this Act for the Postal Service. 

<By unanimous consent, Mr. COLE
MAN of Texas was allowed to proceed 
for 6 additional minutes.) 

Mr. COLEMAN of Texas. Mr. Chair
man, my amendment would exclude 
the law enforcement agencies con
tained in title I and all of title II of 
the bill from the amendment offered 
by the gentleman from Minnesota. 
Those agencies are: the Federal Law 
Enforcement Training Center; the 
Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco and Fire
arms; the U.S. Customs Service; the 
Internal Revenue Service; the Secret 
Service; and the Postal Service. 

The committee worked long and 
hard to develop a bill which is both 
under its tentative 302(b) subdivision 
and provides the necessary resources 
for the administration of law enforce
ment, tax and duty collection; drug 
interdiction; and the preservation of 
the revenue foregone function of the 
Postal Service. We did not "raid" the 
Treasury. The bill is under the House 
passed budget allocation by $207 mil
lion. However, the gentleman from 
Minnesota believes the committee is 
spending too much for the functions 
under its jurisdiction, and therefore 
believes it should be cut. While that 
may seem fiscally proper, such a cut 
would cause severe repercussions both 

in law enforcement and revenue collec
tion. In effect, the gentleman's amend
ment might be pennywise, but it would 
most certainly be pound foolish. 

The amendment I offer to the gen
tleman's amendment still allows for a 
cut in the bill of $35 million. What it 
would do is remove from the harmful 
and ill-conceived cutting edge those 
agencies which would otherwise be ir
reparably harmed by the gentleman's 
amendment. Let me just explain what 
his amendment would do to those 
agencies. 

Mr. FRENZEL's amendment would cut 
the U.S. Customs Service by a total of 
$20,814,000. Of that amount, 
$19,212,500 would come out of the sal
aries and expenses of the Customs 
Service. That would cause the reduc
tion of approximately 540 positions 
contained in the bill, resulting in 
438,750 fewer entries inspected and 
processed and a possible revenue loss 
of $260 million or more in revenue. 
The Committee on Appropriations, 
the Committee on Ways and Means, 
the Budget Committee, and others 
have recommended an increase incus
toms personnel above the fiscal year 
1986 request by some 1,687 positions. 
Ways and Means and the Congression
al Budget Office estimate that the in
crease in personnel would result in 
revenue gains of $780 million over the 
next 2 years. Using those calculations, 
Mr. FRENZEL's amendment would 
therefore result in revenue losses of 
up to $500 million. Furthermore, the 
Ways and Means Subcommittee on 
Trade reported that nearly $40 billion 
in illegal imports were slipping into 
the country annually. That costs the 
Treasury, according to the committee, 
$3 billion annually. 

Perhaps a more important point to 
stress with the Customs Service is that 
it is the front line against the influx of 
illegal narcotics threatening the social 
fiber of our society. In testimony 
before our committee, the Commis
sioner of Customs stated that for 
every pound of cocaine customs seizes, 
two or three get through. Further
more, according to the Customs Serv
ice, of all cargo containers which enter 
the country, 98 percent pass through 
uninspected. The odds presented by 
that situation are unacceptable in the 
war on drugs. According to the Select 
Committee on Narcotics, in 1984 the 
supply of heroin in this Nation in
creased by 200 percent. The supply of 
cocaine increased by 50 percent and 
the supply of marijuana increased by 
300 percent. However, the gentleman's 
amendment would cut not only 540 en
forcement personnel out of the bill, it 
would also cut $1.6 million from the 
air interdiction program of the Cus
toms Service. In effect, those cuts 
would probably cut back on the avail
able air time for P-3A's used to detect 
and track planes carrying dope into 
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this country, and the funds for the op
eration and maintenance of 2 addition
al Blackhawk helicopters Customs 
hopes to acquire as well, which are 
used to intercept such aircraft. To cut 
these funds for the Customs Service's 
Drug Interdiction Program, while the 
illegal drug trade continues to flour
ish, would be a dereliction of duty. If 
the Congress is really serious about 
fighting drugs, we are going to have to 
pay for it. 

Mr. FRENZEL would also have us cut 
$97 million from the Internal Revenue 
Service. The committee approved an 
increase of $178 million for the IRS 
for fiscal year 1986. So did the Ways 
and Means Committee. The Ways and 
Means Committee and the Joint Com
mittee on Taxation estimate that this 
could result in new revenues of up to 
$1.2 billion or more. Mr. FRENZEL's 
amendment would cut that figure in 
half, if not more. As a matter of fact, 
it would probably result in more losses 
in the long run. For instance, the com
mittee approved funds for 500 addi
tional personnel to process returns in 
fiscal year 1986. I do not believe there 
is a Member here who is not aware of 
the terrible backlog being experienced 
by the IRS this year. They are 6 mil
lion returns behind, which will cost 
millions in interest. The committee 
added the personnel in anticipation of 
500 million additional returns to be 
processed next year. Yet, Mr FREN
ZEL's amendment would eliminate 
those positions and we would be left in 
a worse position. While no one may be 
too fond of the IRS, they are an im
portant function of Government. 
When we spend money on them they 
bring more back in. In light of our 
deficits, and the amount of taxes owed 
yet unpaid, it is foolish not to properly 
fund the agency. Mr. FRENZEL would 
cut the examination and appeals sec
tion of the IRS by over $37 million, 
cutting staff by 1,000 positions result
ing in 60,000 fewer examinations. This 
lowers the overall audit coverage to 1.2 
percent, the tenth straight year of de
cline since 1976. And, again, we lose 
badly needed and owed revenue. 

The gentleman would cut the 
Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco, and Fire
arms by more than $4 million. That 
would result in a reduction of 150 staff 
positions under the fiscal year 1985 
level. This agency enforces our alcohol 
taxes, estimated at $5 billion annually. 
Their enforcement capabilities would 
be greatly deterred, particularly when 
the increase in distilled spirits tax rate 
is due to increase on October 1, 1985. 
It would also curtail their ability to 
halt cigarette smuggling involving or
ganized crime and to investigate do
mestic bombings in a time of rising 
terrorism. To cut this budget and staff 
would be most unwise. 

Mr. FRENZEL would have us cut the 
budget of the Federal Law Enforce
ment Training Center. The committee 

.. 

reviewed the administration's request 
for this program and found it neces
sary in order that current training 
levels be maintained. That program 
works with 59 organizations to see 
that Federal and State law enforce
ment personnel are adequately 
trained. It makes no sense to cut it 
when Members of this House talk 
about controlling crime. Not more 
than 2 weeks ago, this House debated 
ways of fighting terrorism. To cut the 
budget of the training facility would 
be a step in the opposite direction. 

Mr. FRENZEL's amendment would cut 
the Secret Service by $7 million. That 
budget is already under the fiscal year 
1985 appropriations by $2.6 million. 
The committee worked with the ad
ministration in developing this budget 
and all parties agreed the amount con
tained in the bill was necessary to con
tinue adequate protection of the Presi
dent, Vice President, and other Gov
ernment officials, as well as to curtail 
counterfeiting. I see no merit in cut
ting its budget, nor does the adminis
tration. 

Finally, the gentleman's amendment 
would further cut the funding con
tained in the bill for the Postal Serv
ice. The result would no doubt mean a 
further increase in rates for small in
county publications and nonprofit or
ganizations. The funding level con
tained in the bill is $79 million below 
the fiscal year 1985 amount. The full 
committee already cut funding for this 
function by moving the scheduled rate 
increase up from July 1986 to January 
1986. That represents a 14-percent in
crease in mailing costs for these small 
town newspapers and charitable orga
nizations. These groups provide assist
ance to the poor and downtrodden, 
particularly in the last few years be
cause of the cutbacks in Government 
assistance programs. To cut this pro
gram further would be contradicting 
the administration's efforts to en
hance more private rather than Gov
ernment assistance. 

The House already rejected a freeze 
on these agencies when we passed the 
budget resolution in May. We realized 
their importance to law enforcement 
and revenue collection then and 
should do so now. 

Mr. Chairman, the gentleman's 
amendment is just bad government. It 
would result in reductions of revenue. 
It would lower our defenses against 
drugs, terrorism, and organized crime. 
And it would increase the burden on 
the less fortunate. The bill reported 
by the committee is fiscally sound. If 
you want to cut more, support my 
amendment, and add to the amount al
ready under the House budget alloca
tion. But, at least, do not support an 
amendment, as the one offered by the 
gentleman from Minnesota, which will 
weaken Federal law enforcement and 
fiscal administration. 

0 1410 
Mr. DORGAN of North Dakota. Mr. 

Chairman, will the gentleman from 
Texas yield? 

Mr. COLEMAN of Texas. I yield to 
the gentleman. 

Mr. DORGAN of North Dakota. I 
thank the gentleman. 

Let me support the gentleman's 
statement, particularly with respect to 
the IRS. I would like to make a couple 
of comments about that. 

We are losing, some people estimate, 
$4 to $5 billion a year because we do 
not have adequate enforcement of our 
tax laws. We used to examine about 3 
percent of the tax returns coming in; 
now we are down to somewhere 
around 1.4 to 1.3 percent of the tax re
turns. We have somewhere around $30 
to $35 billion out there in accounts re
ceivable that is not being collected. At 
that same time we have a diminution 
of our ability to collect through the 
collectors we have on the IRS staff. 

W.R. Grace Commission said we 
ought to have 7,500 more people in the 
IRS to enforce the tax laws the way 
they are supposed to be enforced. Now 
I know a lot of folks do not like the 
IRS, but the people out there that 
work for a living, that are on the W -2 
form, that do not have any flexibility, 
they are the people that end up 
having to pay for the lack of compli
ance, the lack of enforcement that 
currently exists in this tax system. 

I am pleased that we saw some addi
tional positions put in the committee 
bill above the administration's budget 
recommendation. I think that is a step 
forward. I hope we will take a much 
bigger step next year and get back to 
the position when we started enforc
ing the tax laws the way they ought to 
be enforced. 

Some people think it is conservative 
to say, "Let's get rid of half the IRS." 
That is not conservative, it is non
sense. Let us make certain we enforce 
these tax laws. To do that we need an 
adequate level of audit staff, of those 
who are able to collect delinquent ac
counts. I thus support the gentleman's 
approach. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Texas [Mr. CoLEMAN] 
has expired. · 

<On request of Mr. SKEEN and by 
unanimous consent, Mr. CoLEMAN of 
Texas was allowed to proceed for 3 ad
ditional minutes.) 

Mr. SKEEN. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman from Texas yield? 

Mr. COLEMAN of Texas. I am 
happy to yield to the gentleman from 
New Mexico, the ranking minority 
member on the committee. 

Mr. SKEEN. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 

The question I would like to ask: 
The net effect of your substitute to 
the Frenzel amendment would be, 
then, how much in total reduction 
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over where we are now before any 
amendment takes place, in dollars? 

Mr. COLEMAN of Texas. As the 
gentleman from New Mexico knows, 
the Frenzel amendment would have 
cut approximately $192 million from 
the Appropriations Committee bill. 
My amendment to the amendment, in
stead, cuts $35 million. While it would 
have been my preference to have gone 
completely with the matter of the 
committee bill because I think the 
necessary reductions were made in a 
very precise way, I felt it necessary, 
even preferable, to offer this amend
ment to the amendment so that other, 
more crippling amendments to the 
amendment of the gentleman from 
Minnesota could not preclude this par
ticular cut. So we are cutting an addi
tional $35 million which by the way 
causes us to come under the budget 
authority by some $242 million. 

Mr. SKEEN. We were under the 
House budget, am I not correct? 

Mr. COLEMAN of Texas. You are 
correct. 

Mr. SKEEN. We are, however, over 
the President's budget by some $1.2 
billion. 

Mr. COLEMAN of Texas. If I might 
for a second I would like to speak to 
that issue. As you know, the Presi
dent's budget did not have any dollars 
for revenue forgone, which both 
bodies have decided we are going to 
have to do something about. So as a 
result we wind up with a $900 million 
addition no matter what we do from 
one body to the other. 

Mr. SKEEN. The reason I ask that 
question is there seems to be some 
confusion about whether we are over 
the budget that the House passed or 
under the budget. I just want some as
surance that the base that we are still 
on, that my information is still correct 
that we are still under the House
passed budget. 

Mr. COLEMAN of Texas. That is 
correct, the gentleman is right. 

Mr. SKEEN. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 

Mr. CONTE. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the last word, and I rise in op
position to the amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to 
the Frenzel amendment. 

I want to commend the gentleman 
from Minnesota [Mr. FRENZEL] for his 
effort and hard work in trying to 
reduce the deficit. There's no doubt 
that deficit reduction should be a high 
priority for the Congress. 

Although the Frenzel amendment is 
well intentioned, it may have some un
intended and expensive results. On the 
surface, this amendment appears to 
save $192 million by imposing a 2.7-
percent cut across the board. However, 
the result may actually increase the 
deficit by a significant amount. 

As I understand it, the Frenzel 
amendment would cut $98 million 
from the IRS and about $21 million 

for the Customs Serivce. These two 
agencies, along with a reduction in the 
Postal subsidy, would absorb about 75 
percent of the total cut proposed in 
the amendment. 

As the gentleman from Minnesota 
knows, these two agencies are the big
gest revenue producers in the Govern
ment. The Customs Service, for exam
ple, collected $12.5 billion in duties 
and taxes during fiscal year 1984. In 
the end, Customs returned to the 
Treasury $21 for each dollar appropri
ated. 

The ratio for the IRS is even better. 
In fact, any cut to this Agency will 
result in substantial losses in revenue. 
During the subcommittee hearings on 
the IRS, I asked the Commissioner for 
the record what the impact of a $30 
million cut would be on tax revenues. 
To say the least I was •shocked with 
the answer. The IRS estimated that a 
$30 million cut in IRS operations 
would cost the Treasury $375 million 
in fiscal year 1986. I can only imagine 
what the revenue loss would be with a 
$98 million cut as proposed by this 
amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, based on this fact 
alone, this amendment should be re
jected. It doesn't make sense to cut a 
small amount now and lose millions in 
revenue next year. I urge my col
leagues to reject this amendment. 

D 1420 
It is amazing to note that because of 

the delay in processing the tax re
funds this year, the Internal Revenue 
Senice has to pay more than $200 mil
lion in interest alone. So we are being 
penny wise and pound foolish with 
this amendment. 

The Coleman amendment is better 
than the Frenzel amendment, but let 
us face it. You know why this budget 
is a billion dollars over the President's 
budget. The administration has zeroed 
out because he zeroed in revenue fore
gone: When that budget came up here, 
no funds were recommended for reve
nue foregone. 

So this committee did the responsi
ble thing; This bill does comply with 
the phasing schedule. The committee 
provided $922 million for revenue fore
gone in this bill. The committee also 
added $178 million for the Internal 
Revenue Service so that they can beef 
up their enforcement efforts and col
lect the billions of dollars in taxes now 
owed to the Government. 

Mr. COLEMAN of Texas. Will the 
gentleman yield for a question? 

Mr. CONTE. I will be glad to yield. 
Mr. COLEMAN of Texas. I would 

just say to the gentleman, I have simi
lar problems with both amendments, 
and I think because of your statement 
that it might be wise; I would only 
offer to withdraw my amendment to 
the amendment if the gentleman from 
Minnesota would withdraw his amend
ment, and then we could pass the bill . 

. 

I think that would be appropriate. I 
will be happy to do that if the gentle
man from Minnesota would be willing 
to withdraw his amendment. On the 
other hand, if he is not, then I would 
hope you would support my amend
ment to the amendment because it is 
better, and then if you desire, of 
course, on the final vote on the Fren
zel amendment if it is amended by 
mine, you could vote no. 

Mr. CONTE. I will take that under 
consideration. 

I just do not understand why both 
gentlemen are not directing their 
amendments to the source of the prob
lem. One of the biggest items in this 
bill is revenue foregone. It is a Postal 
subsidy, and nobody wants to talk 
about it, nobody wants to offer an 
amendment; but it is a legitimate ques
tion. 

I know you may get a few letters 
from the nonprofit organizations and 
the rural newspapers, but I know you 
can take that kind of heat. 

Mr. ROYBAL. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to the amendment. 

I think, Mr. Chairman, that we can 
stipulate to the fact that the Coleman 
amendment does in fact improve the 
Frenzel amendment. It improves it by 
$157 million, but I rise in opposition 
with mixed emotions, for it reminds 
me very much of a situation where a 
man is asked whether he wants to die 
at sunrise before a firing squad or take 
poison in the evening before he goes to 
bed. The end result is that he is going 
to die anyway. 

In this instance, the Departments in 
question are going to suffer the conse
quences of whatever cutback is voted 
upon no matter what if these amend
ments are approved. 

The truth of the matter is that re
gardless of the Frenzel-Coleman 
amendment, they are being brought to 
this floor without the benefit of the 
kind of study that is necessary to 
make a determination with regard to 
the needs of these departments. 

It is true that we are above the 
President's recommendation, but the 
truth of the matter, as has already 
been stated, is that revenue foregone 
is $926 million more than that zero 
figure recommended by the President 
of the United States. 

That is the real problem of the situ
ation. Again, as we look at the amend
ments before us, we find that one is 
better than the other only because it 
reduces the impact of amendment 
No.1. 

So I rise in opposition to both 
amendments, but in this instance, the 
Coleman amendment, with some reser
vations is better, but still not good leg
islation. Mr. Chairman, I sincerely 
hope that both amendments are de
feated. 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
to strike the last word. 
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Mr. Chairman, I stand today in sup

port of the position expressed by the 
gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. 
CONTE]. I believe that Mr. COLEMAN 
has improved on Mr. FRENZEL's amend
ment, but I happen to believe that the 
chairman of the subcommittee is cor
rect that we would be better off if nei
ther amendment was adopted. 

Several days ago, there was a debate 
on this floor about the authorization 
and appropriation for the National 
Aeronautics and Space Administra
tion. Many Members deviated from 
what had been their norm in voting by 
saying that we should put additional 
money into NASA because it would 
come back to us twelve-fold or four
teen-fold. 

Ladies and gentlemen of the House, 
we have before us today a very similar 
situation. If we decide to cut back in 
the money for the Internal Revenue 
Service, it is very clear, and the gentle
man from Massachusetts [Mr. CONTE] 
stated it, that we will lose upward of 
$375 million at least, at least, if we fail 
to get the Internal Revenue Service 
the necessary personnel to process the 
returns which they received. 

In addition, the statement made by 
the gentleman from Texas [Mr. CoLE
MAN] was also very instructive as to 
what we should be doing on this par
ticular amendment. It we are going to 
sacrifice some 468,000 inspections by 
customs officials, we not only run the 
risk of jeopardizing the whole border 
operation of protecting the United 
States, we also run the risk of allowing 
drugs to come into this country-ille
gal drugs and contraband. 

Can we afford this? Can we afford 
what this will do to our society? And 
finally, the question of revenue fore
gone. I have not heard any speaker 
who, and I apologize if I missed the re
marks, but I have not heard any 
speaker in support of the Frenzel 
amendment suggest that they support 
the administration's position to do 
with revenue foregone, and that is a 
major component in this decision 
today. 

I believe the gentleman from Massa
chusetts is correct that we should 
oppose the Frenzel amendment. If we 
are forced to consider the Frenzel 
amendment, at least with the Coleman 
amendment added to it, we will have a 
sounder legislative product. 

Mr. COLEMAN of Texas. Will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. DURBIN. I yield to the gentle
man. 

Mr. COLEMAN of Texas. The only 
comment or question I would have for 
the gentleman is this. Because of 
where we are parliamentarily, Mr. 
Chairman, I am wondering whether or 
not the gentleman does not agree that 
it would be better to exempt from the 
Frenzel cuts the Internal Revenue 
Service, the Customs, the Secret Serv
ice, and all of the law enforcement 
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agencies as well as the revenue fore
gone issue at this point in time? 

In other words, I am asking the gen
tleman whether or not it would not be 
better for Members of this body to 
vote "aye" on the Coleman amend
ment, and then we can determine at 
the end of that whether or not we 
want and amendment at all to what 
the committee work has done. 

Mr. DURBIN. I agree with the gen
tleman. I think that is the proper 
course to follow. 

Mr. Chairman, I would say that I 
would hope that the Frenzel amend
ment -would not prevail without the 
Coleman amendment attached to it. 

Mr. SKEEN. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, this is a very interest
ing process. Of course, those of us on 
the committee are going to stand up 
and talk about defending the commit
tee's position. I do not think that we 
need to defend it, because I think we 
have done our work and done it well. 

However, that is the process; and 
when you bring these bills out here to 
the floor, then this is the kind of thing 
that you open to the rest of the mem
bership who have not had the great 
privilege and advantage and pleasure 
of working in these subcommittees, I 
admire the gentleman from Minnesota 
a great deal, because I understand his 
motivation, and I admire his forth
right manner in which he approaches 
budget cuts. 

However in this case I have to reluc
tantly oppose this kind of an amend
ment because I think that it is mis
placed. I do not think that it really 
gets to the heart of what we are trying 
to do. 

Mr. Chairman, I am a little bit con
fused. We have another amendment 
on top of this one, and I understand 
that there is another one in order, and 
I would make inquiry of the Chair as 
to whether or not we can amend this 
other amendment, the so-called Spratt 
amendment? 

0 1430 
The CW..IRMAN. The Chair would 

advise the gentleman from New 
Mexico that the amendment of the 
gentleman from South Carolina [Mr. 
SPRATT] could be offered after the 
committee disposes of the amendment 
being proposed by the gentleman from 
Texas [Mr. CoLEMAN]. 

Mr. SKEEN. So we have a triple
tiered situation going on he:.·e. 

The only problem I have with the 
Coleman amendment is this: It re
stores and exempts from the cuts 
those areas that we worked to bolster 
because they were income-producing 
and were critical in so far as need for 
personnel and for function. 

For instance, the Customs Service 
returns to the Treasury $21 for every 
$1 that we spend. So assuming from 
that, if you cut $1, then you are going 

to lose $21. I do not know if they work 
in that kind of proportion. 

Mr. COLEMAN of Texas. Mr. Chair
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SKEEN. I yield to the gentle
man form Texas. 

Mr. COLEMAN of Texas. I hope the 
gentleman understands that should 
not be a problem with the Coleman 
amendment. In fact, the gentleman 
should be supporting the Coleman 
amendment. Let me read it again, so 
there is no mistake. 

Mr. SKEEN. Reclaiming my time, I 
think I may have misled the gentle
man due to the thrust of his question. 

My only problem with the amend
ment of the gentleman from Texas is 
the $35 million that we ultimately cut 
from the appropriations in this par
ticular bill. That is $35 million from 
agencies which can ill afford to lose 
that much in their funding base. 

Now I yield to the gentleman from 
Texas. 

Mr. COLEMAN of Texas. Let me 
just tell the gentleman what it is. Be
cause it is an amendment to the Fren
zel amendment, it cuts 2.65 percent 
out of the Office of the Secretary, out 
of the Office of International Affairs, 
out of the Financial Management 
Service, out of the Bureau of the 
Mint, out of the Bureau of Public 
Debt, out of the Energy Credit, out of 
compensation of the Office of Admin
istration of the President, the White 
House Office, the executive residence, 
the residence of the Vice President, 
the special assistant, all of the rest 
that belong in this bill lose 2.56 per
cent because it is the Frenzel amend
ment. 

My point is that there are no cuts, 
no losses in the very thing that the 
gentleman is concerned about and 
that I am concerned about, and that is 
law enforcement; there are no cuts if 
my amendment is adopted. 

Mr. SKEEN. I understand the gen
tleman, and I do appreciate his bring
ing that up. 

I will wind up by saying that I think 
that the Coleman amendment does 
offer improvement. I have some reser
vations, which I have already stated, 
and I have to oppose the Frenzel 
amendment. 

Mr. MOORE. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Well, my colleagues, here we go 
again. While the American people 
watch Rome burn, we stand here, fid
dling around, with more excuses of 
why you cannot cut this and you 
cannot cut that. Here we go again. 

Instead of doing something mean
ingful to bring down the deficit, we are 
once again mired down in debate that 
we cannot hold spending at last year's 
level, we have got to increase it. 

I, for one, am fed up with it. You 
vote that way, if you wish. We are 
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going to give you that chance. But I 
am at least going to express what I 
think is the frustration of the Ameri
can people. 

We do not have a budget. We have 
got to do something to hold down 
spending, which means that as each 
bill comes up, we are going to have to 
make some tough votes. Every bill 
that comes up has got some wonderful 
reasons why you cannot cut this and 
you cannot cut that, and there is merit 
to every one of them. But if we do 
that on every one of them, you do not 
cut spending at all. 

What is wrong with the Frenzel 
amendment is not for what it has been 
attacked so far on the House floor. 
What is wrong is that it does not go 
far enough. The gentleman does not 
take it back to 1985 spending levels. 
He does not come anywhere close to it. 
He cuts some spending but does not 
take it back to what we spent last 
year. 

When people talk about a freeze, 
that is what they are talking about. So 
if you cannot vote for the Frenzel 
amendment, what you are simply 
saying is, "Let's let this bill go by, let's 
give it 3 percent increase over last 
year's spending," which is what the 
bill does, "and we will look for some 
other bill that comes to the floor, and 
we will try to do it on that one." 

We did not do it last week, we are 
not going to do it today. It looks like 
you are telling the American people 
we are not serious about those deficits, 
we will not do it this week, we will not 
do it next month. We will suffer with 
a $200-billion deficit a little while 
longer. 

I urge the Members to vote against 
the Coleman amendment because it 
only saves $35 million, and that is not 
really serious. I think the Frenzel 
amendment, at $192 million savings is 
barely serious, but certainly the Cole
man amendment is less serious. 

I have heard it said-and I serve on 
the Ways and Means Committee-we 
have· got to have all of these IRS 
agents just to collect taxes. Well, I did 
a little mathematics. If, as the gentle
man from Texas [Mr. COLEMAN] says, 
1,500 agents, which is what I am told 
the amount of money in this amend
ment he would preserve, would save 
you $1 billion, why do we not go ahead 
and appropriate 300,000 new agents 
and abolish the budget deficit alto
gether? If 1,500 will give you $1 billion, 
300,000 will give you $200 billion and 
you would not have a deficit; and we 
can go you one better, we can give you 
350,000 agents and we can reduce your 
taxes as that would bring in a surplus 
in revenue. We will abolish the deficit 
and we will reduce your taxes. That is 
the kind of nonsense you go through 
with this kind of reasoning. 

Mr. FRENZEL. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MOORE. I yield to the gentle
man from Minnesota. 

Mr. FRENZEL. I thank the gentle
man for yielding. 

Last year we increased the number 
of IRS agents. It did not do a damn 
thing to reduce our budget deficit. The 
year before that we added some IRS 
agents. Did they find any more 
money? No. But they found some tax
payers to harass. 

This function, this budget fiction 
that more employees who do not know 
anything, who have to be trained, are 
suddenly going to go out and find 
money is ridiculous. Taxpayers 
produce money, not IRS revenue 
agents. 

Mr. MOORE. Well said. I agree with 
the gentleman. 

I would simply add that is the kind 
of nonsense we go through in rationa
lizing every step of the way why we 
cannot cut spending. You can cut it if 
you have got the guts to vote to cut 
spending. And if you do not, then do 
not go home and tell your people, gee, 
you want to reduce spending but you 
just could not do it. The Congress can 
do whatever the hell it wants to do if 
you got the courage to, and that is 
what I have seen missing in this con
gressional process. 

Let me take it one step further. My 
good friend from New Mexico made 
the point a moment ago that this bill 
is below the House-passed budget reso
lution. That is no great document, but 
I voted for it. But what you do not re
alize is that this bill is $1 billion above 
the Senate-passed resolution, $1 bil
lion more in spending. 

Now, if you go to conference and you 
split the difference, that is $500 mil
lion, then you are nowhere close to 
the $500 million less level in this bill 
because that would be below 1985 
spending, and this bill is 3 percent 
above it. 

So you are deluding yourselves by 
saying we are saving money, because 
the bill is under the House-passed 
budget resolution. You are nowhere 
close to what a conference is going to 
come back with, if it does. 

Let me conclude by simply saying 
this: With all due respect to all of you, 
all of these things are important. 
What is more important is bringing 
down the deficit. And I submit that 
every single bill that comes through-! 
have been listening now, just as you 
have been listening all spring and 
summer as we have fought these ap
propriation bills, as every one of them 
comes through, we could give a thou
sand excuses why you cannot even cut, 
you cannot even hold it to last year's 
spending. The Frenzel amendment 
does not even do that. It does not cut. 
It does not even hold it to last year's 
spending. If you cannot vote for that, 
then you are not serious. 

So I end, as I started: Here we go 
again. Here we go again. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Louisiana [Mr. 
MooRE] has expired. 

<On request of Mr. PuRsELL and by 
unanimous consent, Mr. MooRE was al
lowed to proceed for 3 additional min
utes.) 

Mr. PURSELL. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MOORE. I yield to the gentle
man from Michigan. 

Mr. PURSELL. I want to thank the 
gentleman also for supporting the 
Frenzel amendment. I do likewise. I 
think it is a small amount. But I think 
we should also be aware that the pay 
increase is not even in this appropria
tion bill, as it is not in some of the 
other appropriation bills. In this bill it 
would be about $140 million. Now, it 
would seem to me that, ethically, if 
the pay raise is recommended by the 
administration and the conferees and 
the Congress itself across the board 
for Federal employees-and that is a 
separate question-since it has been 
recommended, what they are going to 
do is take all of that for all of the ap
propriation bills and dump it into a 
supplemental bill down the road, and 
that adds up to about $1 billion. 

So the gentleman is correct in his 
statement that this is not at the freeze 
level either with or without the $140 
million that was addressed for the pay 
increase. 

Mr. MOORE. The gentleman from 
Michigan has been following the 
budget process and participating very 
closely, and I thank him again for his 
comments. The gentleman brings out 
again the games the Congress is play
ing with the American people. We talk 
about reducing spending, which we are 
not. We talk about freezing spending, 
which we are not. And then you point 
out that we are going to come right 
along with a supplemental appropria
tions bill and spend well above what 
we did last year. 

0 1440 
These games have got to end, my 

colleagues, if we are ever going to do 
anything about the budget deficits. 

Mr. SKEEN. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. MOORE. I yield to the gentle
man. 

Mr. SKEEN. I really appreciate 
what you are saying, and the fervor of 
it. I think that the gentleman has in
terpreted it correctly. There is only 
one problem: Where are the amend
ments to cut this back down to the 
budget? Where are all the great, gutsy 
kind of amenders out here today that 
will reduce this thing? It would be just 
as welcome as rain if you could get it 
passed. 

Mr. MOORE. Reclaiming my time, 
we have offered one and you have 
spoken against it. Vote for that one 
and we will cut some more. 
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Mr. FRENZEL. Mr. Chairman, will 

the gentleman yield? 
Mr. MOORE. I yield to the gentle

man. 
Mr. FRENZEL. The gentleman from 

New Mexico is batting a thousand in 
opposing all the cuts so far. How many 
more do we have to bring before we 
find one you like? 

Mr. SKEEN. Well, why do you not 
start with revenue forgone, if the gen
tleman will yield? 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. MOORE. I yield to the gentle
man. 

Mr. HOYER. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, I understand the gen
tleman's frustration. It is somewhat 
like, I suppose, the chairman of the 
Senate Budget Committee who also 
himself has some frustration. 

Let me ask the gentleman this: The 
gentleman mentions that we are $1 
billion over the Senate. Would the 
gentleman be in favor of cutting the 
revenue forgone section of the bill by 
$900 million? 

Mr. MOORE. You offer the amend
ment; I will vote for it. 

Mr. HOYER. I take it then the gen
tleman would be in favor of that? 

Mr. MOORE. I am in favor of cut
ting spending. I will vote to cut any 
spending anywhere down the line. 
That is why I am standing up here 
now. 

Mr. HOYER. Including revenue for
gone. I thank the gentleman for his 
statement. 

Mr. SMITH of Florida. Mr. Chair
man, I move to strike the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I strongly support 
the amendment offered by the gentle
man from Texas to protect the law en
forcement component of H.R. 3036. 
This bill funds the U.S. Customs Serv
ice, which is a major component of our 
drug enforcement program. The 
Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco and Fire
arms. IRS, Secret Service, and the 
Federal Law Enforcement Training 
Center. Unless the Coleman amend
ment is adopted, funding for these 
programs will be reduced by over $131 
million. 

I, for one, do not believe that any 
benefit associated with reduced fund
ing would be worth the increased costs 
to society. Believe me, there are in
creased costs in every community in 
this country if the Frenzel amendment 
passes. 

Just last week, the Select Committee 
on Narcotics Abuse and Control heard 
from Customs officials on their efforts 
in the drug war. With 3 months left in 
this fiscal year, Customs has already 
seized 15,000 kilos of cocaine, a three
fold increase in just 3 years. If that is 
reduced, if the agents are not there to 
handle it, how much more cocaine is 
going to flow into every community in 
this country? 

In its May 1985 special report on 
worldwide cocaine trafficking trends, 
DEA estimated wholesale cocaine 
prices in Miami to be between $30,000 
and $35,000 per kilo in March. That 
means to that date, Customs has 
seized about $450 million in cocaine. 
Over $1 billion has been seized since 
then. 

Recognizing the importance of the 
Customs Service in the war against 
drugs, the Appropriations Committee 
funded 16,087 more Customs Service 
positions than the administration re
quested. Remember, this administra
tion has cut positions in the last 4 
years in every one of their budget pro
posals. 

Mr. COLEMAN of Texas. Mr. Chair
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SMITH of Florida. I yield to the 
gentleman. 

Mr. COLEMAN of Texas. I thank 
the gentleman for yielding. 

Of course, I appreciate his work with 
me on this particular amendment. I 
know of his interest in the narcotics 
committee, and I would hope that this 
point would not be lost. 

The gentleman from Louisiana just 
a moment ago spoke about 1985 levels. 
All that the numbers of customs do is 
attempt to get it back to 1981 levels. 
Not an increase from 1981, just back 
to those levels. I think that is the 
point that needs to be reiterated here 
on this floor. 

Mr. SMITH of Florida. I thank the 
gentleman for pointing that out very 
graphically. We have been fighting a 
losing battle to keep the positions in 
the current range, and we have been 
losing steadily each year as to what we 
had 4 years ago with a greater need 
now than ever before. 

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SMITH of Florida. I yield to the 
gentleman. 

Mr. GILMAN. I want to commend 
the gentleman for his continuing ef
forts in waging, helping us wage war 
on narcotics. I want to associate 
myself with the gentleman's remarks. 
We talk about waging an extensive 
effort against the narcotics traffickers. 
If we are going to do it, we need the 
manpower, we need the funds, we need 
the equipment to do it, and this is not 
the way to do it, to cut it out of a very 
important agency that is helping us 
fight that war in the Customs. 

Mr. SMITH of Florida. I thank the 
gentleman for his remarks, and I want 
everyone to be aware, if you cut it out 
at the Federal level, there is no com
parable way that you can make the 
dent on drug trafficking in the local 
community. Without the Customs 
Service, State and local police cannot 
do the job in stemming the flow of co
caine and marijuana and other illicit 
drugs coming into this country. They 
do not have the resources. They will 
have to plug in more; the local taxpay-

ers will pay more, but they will not be 
nearly as effective if the Federal Gov
ernment is not involved in that fight. 

How many more millions of dollars 
worth of cocaine will enter this coun
try if we reduce Customs funding? Mil
lions and millions and millions. The 
amendment of the gentleman from 
Minnesota also would reduce funds for 
the IRS-the only sure moneymaking 
operation in the Federal Government. 
The gentleman says that we have 
added more but we have not collected 
more money. That is not true. We 
have collected more money. We have 
made a dent on the delinquent taxpay
ers and others. The problem is that we 
want to put the agents where they 
belong in the revenue-producing areas; 
not in the areas of shuffling paper, 
and there is a difference when you add 
them in those areas. 

Mr. PICKLE. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. SMITH of Florida. I yield to the 
gentleman. 

Mr. PICKLE. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to the amendment of
fered by the gentleman from Minneso
ta to reduce the overall discretionary 
appropriations in this bill which in
cludes the Internal Revenue Service. 

I commend the gentleman for his 
desire to reduce the Federal deficit by 
cutting spending in general. However, 
by applying this amendment to the 
IRS, he is actually defeating his own 
avowed purpose. 

This amendment would cut approxi
mately $100 million from the level of 
funding for the IRS that is contained 
in the committee's bill. That $100 mil
lion cut will cost us about $600 to $700 
million in lost revenue next year be
cause it would reduce IRS enforce
ment efforts. 

This kind of budget cutting is penny
wise and pound-foolish. 

The amendment violates the spirit 
of the reconciliation package tenta
tively approved by the Ways and 
Means Committee which calls for $1.2 
billion in revenue to be raised through 
improved IRS operations. 

In addition, the Frenzel amendment 
would wipe out much of the increase 
in taxpayer services and tax return 
processing recommended by the Ways 
and Means Committee and the Appro
priations Committee. 

Every Member of this body has re
ceived complaints from constituents 
this year about the slowness and prob
lems of processing tax returns. The 
Ways and Means Oversight Subcom
mittee has heard extensive testimony 
on these problems. 

In an effort to prevent even further 
chaos and delays in next year's filing 
season, we made a bipartisan recom
mendation for a modest increase in en
forcement, taxpayer services, and 
return processing. 
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I urge my colleagues to support the 

amendment by the gentleman from 
Texas to exempt enforcement agencies 
from this reduction. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Florida [Mr. SMITH] 
has expired. 

(By unanimous consent, Mr. SMITH 
of Florida was allowed to proceed for 5 
additional minutes.) 

Mr. SMITH of Florida. I appreciate 
the remarks of the gentleman from 
Texas. He is a ranking member on the 
Ways and Means Committee with 
many years of experience. I defer cer
tainly to have the information that he 
has just imparted to the Congress. 

At a time when we need every dollar 
of revenue due under the law, reduc
ing IRS personnel as everyone has 
said would be penny-wise and pound
foolish. 

Mr. ROYBAL. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SMITH of Florida. I yield to the 
gentleman. 

Mr. ROYBAL. I would just like to 
compliment the gentleman on his 
statement, not necessarily his position, 
your statement with regard to Cus
toms and the great need for agents is 
correct. These additional agents will 
definitely do a great deal to stop nar
cotics from coming into the united 
States. The main reason why the com
mittee did in fact increase agents for 
Customs by 1,687 in personnel, is be
cause of that reason. That increase in 
personnel is costing $86 million more 
than the President recommended. 

We did the same thing for IRS be
cause of the fact that there are thou
sands upon thousands of returns that 
have not been processed and moneys 
that are due the taxpayer have not 
been returned to the taxpayer. We in
ceased that by 2,243 positions, and it is 
costing $178 million. 

We increase revenue foregone by 
$922 million and that placed us $1.2 
billion more than the President recom
mended. While we are about $1.2 bil
lion more than the President recom
mended, the vast majority of that 
amount is in revenue foregone; $922 
million. 

I would like to compliment the gen
tleman for again highlighting the fact 
that this country does face a tremen
dous problem with regard to narcotics. 
I think that we do know that every 
school in the Nation is faced with it. I 
sincerely hope that we can continue to 
look at the facts the way they are and 
vote accordingly. 

Mr. SMITH of Florida. I thank the 
gentleman for his comments and kind 
words. I would hope that everybody 
would be aware that it is not just Cus
toms. We have Bureau of Alcohol, To
bacco, and Firearms; BATF. 

0 1450 
We have evidence that drug traffick

ers are engaged in a symbiotic rela-

tionship with terrorists in drug-pro
ducing countries. Without question, 
this is the case in South America. 
Drug traffickers bring drugs to the 
United States and often take back 
guns for these terrorists. BATF has 
the responsibility to enforce our gun 
laws. 

Do we want to reduce its funding in 
light of this relationship? Do we want 
more guns on the streets flowing both 
in and out of the United States? 

In addition, as a member of the 
Crime Subcommittee, I applaud the 
Appropriations Committee directive 
that BATF make enforcements 
against the prohibition of unregistered 
private ownership of machineguns a 
priority. How are we going to do that 
with less agents? These days, these 
weapons are becoming common!'Jlace 
in south Florida, the area in which I 
reside and which I represent, and we 
need every available agent to deal with 
this problem. 

Yet we may not get the needed help 
without the committee's funding level. 
I want to remind my colleagues of the 
action that we took on July 17. At that 
time, we rejected a similar amendment 
to the Frenzel amendment that would 
have affected law enforcement pro
grams of the Department of Justice
DEA, FBI, U.S. attorneys, etcetera. 

I urge my colleagues to take the 
same action today and protect the law 
enforcement functions of the Depart
ment of the Treasury. By exempting 
law enforcement functions from any 
freeze, we will be telling the American 
people that we will control spending, 
and we have. Every appropriation bill 
that has been out on this floor to date 
has been lower than the President's 
request and within the House budget, 
which is a $56 billion deficit saver. 

We have voted for those things, but 
we are not going to indiscriminately 
cut spending where it will hurt the 
taxpayer, and this is one area. We will 
not cut at the expense of our war 
against drug traffickers and other 
criminals. 

Recent FBI crime statistics show 
that in a number of areas, crime con
tinues to increase. Unfortunately, 
south Florida is one of those areas. In 
1984, Dade County experienced 231 
murders, 70 of which were directly 
drug related. I suspect many unex
plained and other homicides also were 
related to drugs. In overall violent 
crimes, Dade County, unfortunately, 
was second in the Nation. We are tired 
of having the reputation as the drug 
and crime capital of this country. Be
cause we are to a large degree victims 
of our geography, we cannot totally 
control at the local level what enters 
the region, but we must deal with 
their consequences. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Florida [Mr. SMITH] 
has again expired. 

Mr. SMITH of Florida. I ask unani
mous consent to proceed for 5 addi
tional minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Florida? 

Mr. FRENZEL. Mr. Chairman, re
serving the right to object, can the 
gentleman give us an idea of where he 
is going to proceed? He has had 10 
minutes, and certainly drug interdic
tion and so forth is an important sub
ject. Could the gentleman do with 3, 
perhaps? 

Mr. SMITH of Florida. If the gentle
man will yield, I would be happy to do 
with 3. I have been kind enough, I 
think, to extend most of my time to 
people who asked me to yield, and 
that is why I had to use 10 minutes. 

Mr. FRENZEL. I see. 
Mr. Chairman, if the gentleman has 

to do it, I withdraw my reservation of 
objection. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Florida? 

There was no objection. 
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 

from Florida [Mr. SMITH] is recog
nized for 5 additional minutes. 

Mr. SMITH of Florida. I thank the 
gentleman for his courtesy. 

It is Government officials and con
cerned citizens at the local level who 
are continuing the local fight against 
crime. This admirable effort may be 
meaningless, however, if Federal funds 
for crime programs are decreased. As 
chairman of the Foreign Affairs Task 
Force on International Narcotics Con
trol, I deal every day, as all of us do, 
with the consequences of drugs 
coming and going in this country, es
pecially in the area of south Florida. 

The drug growing in South and Cen
tral America is a major problem for all 
of us in this country, but I also deal 
with the great benefits, as you do, that 
we get from the involvement of the 
Federal Government. The DEA, the 
IRS, the Customs Service, the INS, 
BA TF and all the other Federal agen
cies are on the front lines in the war 
against drugs. 

Let us repeat the resolve that we 
showed 2 weeks ago and adopt the 
Coleman amendment to save law en
forcement funds. 

Finally, Mr. Chairman, I concur 
with the gentleman from Texas in his 
attempt to exempt the Postal Service 
revenue forgone from any further re
ductions. 

The administration wants the Amer
ican people to engage in more private 
giving to help the bss fortunate, but a 
reduction in revenue forgone would 
hinder efforts by every private chari
table organization in this country at 
the very time when we are trying to 
raise, through them, the funds needed 
to offset reductions in social programs. 
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I do not support the Frenzel amend

ment, but if there is going to be an at
tempt to vote on it, I support the Cole
man amendment, which is infinitely 
better as it would be the substitute for 
Frenzel, and I would urge the adop
tion of the Coleman amendment on 
that basis. 

Mr. CAMPBELL. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. Chairman, I have been listening 
with great interest as we have debated 
the various enforcement agencies and 
whether they should or should not be 
funded. It has come into my mind that 
most of the people who are saying 
that we should cut are like I am in 
that they believe in a strong defense; a 
defense for the Nation externally, and 
I hope they believe in it internally. Be
cause, the front line of defense that 
we have in many instances is an 
agency such as the Customs Service, 
an agency that does enforce laws, an 
agency that does intercept contraband 
coming into this country, an agency 
that does fight drugs, an agency that 
does attempt to maintain safe streets 
in this country by stopping things 
before they start. 

But I would like to take a different 
approach to the discussion, if I might, 
Mr. Chairman, and that has to do with 
the trade issue. We have an imbalance 
in trade in this country which is the 
No. 1 problem facing America today. 
We are dealing with a deficit in trade 
that could go up to the $200 billion 
level if we let it keep going like it is. 

Oh, yes, we have problems that we 
talk about that are related to the defi
cit and the strength of the dollar. We 
also have problems in trade with en
forcing international agreements into 
which we have entered. Specifically in 
my area of the country, Mr. Chair
man, if you came to South Carolina 
and you went through the small towns 
and you saw the textile plants closed, 
and you asked the people why they 
closed, they would say, "Because the 
imports came in." Then you look at 
the situation and question why when 
we have trade agreements this is hap
pening, and you to to Customs and 
you say, "Why are we not enforcing 
the agreements we have," and they 
say, "We do not have the manpower to 
do it." 

We are putting people in the street 
because we are not enforcing the law. 
Is there a person here who would say 
that it is more important not to en
force the law and throw someone out 
of work? Would you say that that is 
the way to save money? 

No! That is not the way to save 
money. Who pays the unemployment? 
Who pays the Federal supplemental 
compensation after they have been 
out and their unemployment has ex
pired? Who does it? The taxpayers do 
it. And when we have a return of $21 
to $1 on expenditures going to a cus-

. 

toms agent, how can we say that it is 
not fiscally responsible to fund those 
agents who enforce the laws of this 
country, to collect that which is 
coming in from foreign sources, to pro
tect the jobs of this country, to pro
tect the international agreements of 
this country. 

No, ladies and gentlemen, it is not 
fiscal responsibility to abandon our 
duty. We are standing here once again 
saying let us abdicate; let us abdicate 
the responsibility of protecting the 
people of this country; let us abdicate 
the responsibility of protecting the 
jobs of this country; let us just leave it 
wide open and hope for the best. 

That is what we are talking about if 
we are going to abandon the expendi
ture of these funds. 

Mr. DORGAN of North Dakota. Mr. 
Chairman, I move to strike the requi
site number of words. 

Mr. Chairman, I will be brief. I rise 
in support of the Coleman amend
ment. ~.Jet me say that I have on occa
sion supported the gentleman from 
Minnesota in an across-the-board cut 
where I thought it was necessary and 
prudent to do so. 

Having had some background in tax 
administration, I want for the record 
to illustrate what we are doing if we 
cut deeper into the Internal Revenue 
Service budget. The Frenzel amend
ment will save $100 million in IRS out
lays, but lose $600 million in uncollect
ed revenue's. That is no bargain. The 
reason I was prompted to speak again 
was that I heard someone on the floor 
say, "Look, the issue is do we get in
volved and address this Federal budget 
deficit or do we not? If you do not vote 
for this across-the-board cut, then you 
do not care about deficits." 

I say if we are willing to cut the 
muscle out of our ability to enforce 
our tax laws, then we do not care 
about the deficit. If we really care 
about this country's fiscal policy, aside 
from correcting the structural imbal
ances in our fiscal policy, we also have 
to care, it seems to me, about preserv
ing the ability to enforce our tax laws. 

For purposes of this debate, I wa.nt 
to put in the record some of the num
bers. There is about $90 billion that 
we ought to be collecting in Federal 
taxes that we are not now collecting, 
$90 billion in taxes that ought to be 
paid that are not being paid. This tax 
gap is expected to double in 5 years. 

How do we get them paid? Through 
better and stronger tax enforcement. 

v..re have about $30 billion in ac
counts receivable down at the IRS at 
the present time. Incidentally, ac
counts receivable is growing at a faster 
rate than tax collections in this coun
try. We have cut by nearly one-half 
the percentage of examinations and 
audits because the manpower has di
minished down at the IRS. 

In 1976 we had 2.6 percent of the re
turns examined by the IRS. In 1986, it 
is estimated to be only 1.2 percent. 

As I said earlier, the Grace Commis
sion says we ought to have 7,500 more 
people to properly enforce the tax 
laws. 

Criminal investigations, cuttng 7 4 
positions. Staff for investigations and 
collections, 1,000 less positions in 1986 
than in 1985. The IRS prepared its 
1986 budget cutting resources for col
lections by 801 positions. 
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billion in active delinquent accounts, 
but accounts receivable are nearly $30 
billion down at the IRS. Now, again I 
am not very anxious or very interested 
to come down here and be a public re
lations person for the Internal Reve
nue system, and I cannot think of a 
position I would less rather be in than 
to come down here and push for the 
IRS. But it seems to me that those 
who talk about law and order and 
those who talk about the Federal defi
cit are aot doing a great service to the 
fiscal policy of this country or helping 
to solve the terrible problems we have 
by suggesting that we have to cut 
more muscle out of our ability to en
force our tax laws. 

Mr. PURSELL. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman from North Dakota 
yield? 

Mr. DORGAN of North Dakota. I 
am happy to yield to the gentleman 
from Michigan. 

Mr. PURSELL. If I read my num
bers correctly on the Frenzel amend
ment, he is making an increase with 
his amendment; if it is adopted, he in
creases Customs Service by 11.2 per
cent. And in respect to the gentle
man's concern on IRS, he offers his 
amendment with a 2.3-percent in
crease. So I think our language gets a 
little loose here and we lose track of 
the discipline of appropriate language. 
We are not talking about cuts here at 
all. We are not· talking about reduc
tions. The debate here today should be 
on the degree of the Frenzel amend
ment in respect to how much more we 
reduce the budget in respect to what it 
is over 1985. It is not a cut, it is not a 
reduction, it is how much of an in
crease the Frenzel amendment will 
give us as compared to what the c~m
mittee is recommending. 

Mr. DORGAN of North Dakota. I 
understand what the gentleman was 
saying. I was standing here for about 4 
minutes talking about specific num
bers in the enforcement of our tax 
laws. We have cut the ability to en
force our tax laws dramatically in the 
examinations, the accounts receivable, 
criminal investigations, and dozens 
and dozens of areas. And I have said 
there is $90 billion out there that is 
not now being collected this year. We 

j 
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have a budget deficit of $200 billion, 
and I hear someone come down to the 
well of this House and say if we do not 
vote to cut further the Internal Reve
nue Service budget, which will further 
diminish our ability to enforce our tax 
laws, that we do not care about the 
deficit. 

That does not make any sense to me, 
that kind of a statement. By that 
logic, we save a penny and lose a 
nickel. If you care about the deficit, it 
seems to me you develop a revenue 
system and then develop the mecha
nism to enforce the collection of reve
nues in that system. We are not now 
doing that. The numbers are clear. 
The numbers on tax enforcement that 
I have used come from the GAO and 
other sources, including the IRS. 
There is not any dispute about those 
numbers at all. We have seen a sub
stantial diminution of our ability to 
enforce our tax laws. If you care about 
that at all, it seems to me we ought to 
get involved not just this time but 
next year and follow the Grace Com
mission report that everybody around 
here says they agree with and do what 
we need to do to enforce these tax 
laws through a responsible Internal 
Revenue System. 

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the requisite number of 
words, and I rise in opposition to the 
Frenzel amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, with all respect for 
my dear friend, the gentleman from 
Minnesota, I rise regretfully to oppose 
his amendment. 

If you are opposed to the flood of 
narcotics coming into this country, co
caine, heroin, marijuana, and all of 
these other evil substances, then you 
must oppose the Frenzel amendment. 
If you want to increase Federal reve
nues, then you must oppose the Fren
zel amendment. 

Let us look at this matter. There are 
some 1,500 additional customs agents 
who will be put into the field by this 
amendment. They will bring into the 
Federal Treasury a total of $782 mil
lion in additional Federal revenues 
that otherwise would not be brought 
in. 

With all respect for my dear friend, 
the gentleman from Minnesota, his 
amendment is penny-wise and pound
foolish. But let us look beyond that 
matter. Let us look at what is happen
ing to America. 

Last year we had a trade deficit of 
$123 billion. This year our trade defi
cit is going to go from $150 to $170 bil
lion. Four billion dollars of that deficit 
is going to be due to counterfeit goods 
coming into this country including 
things like medicines, and like birth 
control pills, computer chips, comput
ers, auto parts, textiles, aircraft parts, 
parts for the space shuttle, eyewear, 
agricultural chemicals, pesticides, 
pharmaceuticals, and medical devices, 
as well as sporting goods and a pletho-

ra of other manufactured goods. The 
entire gamut of industrial and com
mercial supplies into this country is 
being counterfeited, that is marked 
with the logo or trademark of respect
ed U.S. manufacturers when in fact 
made by someone not entitled to do so. 

The first line of defense against this 
is the Customs Service. Each and 
every one of those billions of dollars 
that we lose in foreign trade means 
25,000 unemployed Americans who are 
on the streets. Counterfeits, customs 
frauds, mislabeling, misdirection, 
dumping, unfair subsidization, and 
quota violations are all protected 
against by the Customs Service, who 
regrettably are far too few and far too 
overworked to protect America's inter
ests. 

If you want to protect American jobs 
and American industry, then vote 
against the Frenzel amendment so we 
can get the Customs agents there to 
look after the protection of American 
jobs and American industry. 

Remember that the Customs Service 
even looks at the smuggling of high
tech goods out of this country to the 
Communist bloc. If you want to make 
that easier, then by all means vote for 
the Frenzel amendment. 

Mr. PURSELL. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DINGELL. I will not yield right 
now. 

What is at stake here is adequate en
forcement of the trade and customs 
laws which protect the United States 
and its citizens, which bring in reve
nue, which protect American jobs. 
These laws prohibit counterfeits and 
illegal activities of that kind which 
cost America jobs and investments for 
the future. And remember counter
feits threaten the health and safety of 
consumers. Customs agents prevent 
unsafe counterfeit goods from coming 
in. That protection would be reduced 
by this amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, this is an investment, 
not an expenditure. 

Mr. PURSELL. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DINGELL. I yield to the gentle
man from Michigan. 

Mr. PURSELL. Mr. Chairman, I 
would again have to suggest to the 
gentleman that the Frenzel amend
ment gives Customs an 11.2-percent in
crease. 

Mr. DINGELL. Yes, I heard the gen
tleman make that point, and the dif
ference between the figures in terms 
of revenue under the Frenzel amend
ment to the Customs Service is about 
$300 million that will not be collected 
and many jobs lost to American work
ers. 

Now, I have not talked about the In
tenal Revenue Service. I have not 
talked about the other revenue-pro
ducing agencies that are at stake here. 
The hard fact of the matter is that 
the Frenzel amendment, although it 

looks mighty good, is unfortunately 
simplistic and simply is going to cost 
the taxpayers money and is going to 
cost America jobs. 

Mr. COLEMAN of Texas. Mr. Chair
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DINGELL. I yield to the gentle
man from Texas. 

Mr. COLEMAN of Texas. Mr. Chair
man, I thank the chairman of the 
Committee on Energy and Commerce 
for yjelding. 

I think it is important for the Mem
bers on the other side who may be 
thinking about supporting the Frenzel 
amendment and voting against my 
amendment to his amendment to un
derstand, when we talk about addi
tions to Customs, what we are talking 
about. You are right, instead of 1,687 
with the Frenzel amendment, we will 
cut 540 from that number. That is the 
reality of it. 

What we are trying to do is get to 
1981 levels, and I would submit to the 
gentleman that, yes, when the com
mittee did its work and made these in
creases-and, by the way, they did not 
meet all the increases that were re
quested by Members of this body-we 
knew we did not have the funds to do 
that, and that we had to make cuts in 
the appropriate places. 

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Chairman, if the 
gentleman will permit me to reclaim 
my time, each and every one of those 
dollars spent on the Customs Service 
brings in $21. There is not a business 
in this country that would not spend a 
huge sum of money to get back a 21-
to-1 return. 

So if you want to vote prudently, for 
efficient expenditure of public money, 
for fiscal good sense, vote against the 
Frenzel amendment and vote to bring 
in this additional money, to keep out 
illegal goods, and to protect American 
jobs. 

Mr. FRENZEL. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the requisite number of 
words, and I rise in opposition to the 
Coleman amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, if I had known that 
my amendment would evoke such spir
ited oratory, I would have brought it 
up on Saturday night sometime when 
we could command a better audience. 

Mr. Chairman, my amendment, I 
think, has been overdescribed, as have 
the abilities of some of the agencies 
which would be funded under this par
ticular bill. 

My amendment does not score any
thing against the President's budget. 
My amendment is scored against last 
year's discretionary spending. 

0 1510 
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getting back to 1981 levels. I will 
accept a 1981 level of any function of 
Government spending at any time. I 
think the taxpayers would be very 
gratified. 
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But all I am trying to do now is to 

put the discretionary amount in 
total-not each one separately. Some 
will be a little up, some a little down
but the total of discretionary spending 
will remain at the 1985 level. 

My amendment has been called 
today penny-wise and pound-foolish 
because I seek to save the taxpayers 
some money in spending. Under that 
definition, I suspect that any amend
ment that seeks to cut will strike at 
some vital Government service and 
therefore be pound foolish. 

We have been told that Customs, 
which has mainly a commercial func
tion, is the only thing between us and 
the ultimate destruction by cocaine. It 
is going to stop all the narcotics 
coming into the country. It is, in addi
tion, going to stop terrorists and, even 
more wonderfully, it is going to put all 
the textile workers in the United 
States who have ever been out of work 
back to work. 

The fact is there is no guarantee 
that Customs can do any of these 
things. As a matter of fact, it was last 
week when I introduced an amend
ment that would have made a slight 
reduction to another bill when those 
who are concerned about narcotics
and I share their deep concern-said 
that I was going to cut the DEA and 
the FBI and therefore are going to un
leash a flood of terrorists and of illegal 
drugs upon the land. That was a red 
herring and so is this. I doubt that 
Customs will be undernourished with 
an 11-percent increase. I doubt it will 
happen as a result of this particular 
amendment. 

With respect to the IRS, there have 
been complaints that if we take a cer
tain amount of money away we will 
lose large amounts of revenue. May I 
say that after giving effect to my 
amendment, the IRS will still have an 
increase and that increase will be 2.3 
percent. 

After giving effect to my amend
ment, the Customs Service will have 
an 11-percent increase, which they 
probably cannot hire enough people to 
handle. An 11-percent increase is a big 
increase in any given year. 

But an illusion persists that some
how these agencies bring in money by 
themselves. Members seem to believe 
they create money by the simple addi
tion of personnel. The problem is the 
personnel have to be trained. It may 
be that somewhere down the line they 
are going to help bring in collections 
somewhere. But the blunt fact is that 
we do not know where the personnel 
are going, and we do not know who 
they are going to be, and we do not 
know how long it is going to take to 
train them, before they bring in the 
first dime that was not coming in 
anyway. 

As far as I am concerned, and the 
taxpayers are concerned, one in the 
hand is worth a thousand in the bush. 

I think the taxpayers would rather see 
a reduction in spending than some 
fabled increase in tax revenues out in 
the never-never land of the future. 

Mr. Chairman, this amendment does 
not deserve as much debate as it has 
gotten. It is a simple reduction of 
spending. 

If the House does not want a freeze, 
if the House is afraid to vote against 
very large increases in spending, if the 
House does not think an 11-percent in
crease for a very important agency of 
Government is enough, then the 
House should forget about the Cole
man amendment and simply vote 
against my amendment. That is a very 
easy way to do it. 

The Coleman amendment reduces 
my amendment from about $190 mil
lion down to some $30 million. It 
would be I think easier to vote against 
my amendment. I do not disregard the 
strong concerns of all the people who 
participated in the debate and I do not 
mean to denigrate any of their argu
ments. I only say we have taken a lot 
of time talking about $192 million, and 
I think Members of the House know 
whether they want to vote yes or no. 

There are some of those who have 
told their constituents at home that 
they want to reduce Federal spending, 
and I think they will want to vote for 
my amendment. 

I think there are others who are less 
concerned and who are interested in 
departments of Government or specif
ic concerns in their districts, and they 
will want to vote against it. 

I hope there will be a majority on 
my side. 

Mr. LOWERY of California. Mr. 
Chairman, I rise in opposition to the 
amendment offered by my good friend 
from Minnesota, Mr. FRENZEL. While I 
commend the gentleman for his re
sponsible approach in attempting to 
reduce discretionary spending in this 
bill, I must object to the breadth of 
this amendment insofar as it negative
ly impacts our Customs Service. 

As we all know, the U.S. Customs 
Service is a major source of revenue 
for the Federal Government, as well as 
a vital law enforcement agency. 
Indeed, during fiscal year 1984, Cus
toms collected over $12.5 billion, repre
senting a return of $21.06 for every 
dollar received in appropriations. 

Besides collecting and protecting 
revenue, Customs is also involved in 
many other programs that protect 
U.S. technological materials and infor
mation from reaching unfriendly 
hands, trace the flow of crime-related 
money to help reduce organized crime, 
and protect U.S. industry from unfair 
foreign competition. 

To be sure, Mr. Chairman, Customs' 
role some 196 years after its inception 
has been dramatically expanded. Un
fortunately, its appropriation has not 
kept pace. Since 1980, the number of 
inspection staff has increased by only 

2.4 percent and the number of import 
specialists has actually decreased by 
8.5 percent. As a result, we have wit
nessed a significant increase in import 
fraud and evasion. 

As a new member of the Treasury 
Appropriations Subcommittee, I lis
tened intently to the testimony pre
sented by Customs officials, by the 
Ports of Seattle, Los Angeles, and Bal
timore, and by many of our colleagues 
representing major ports of entry. 
Indeed, today Customs supervises 
some 300 ports of entry across the 
country. The conclusion I reached is 
the unanimous conclusion of the sub
committee, and that is: The potential 
effect of improper staffing levels on 
our economy, Treasury revenues, and 
contraband export enforcement de
mands that we reassess current Cus
toms Service employment levels. 

One final point, Mr. Chairman. I am 
deeply concerned about the Federal 
budget deficit. However, budget con
straints should not prevent an in
crease in Customs Service staff posi
tions. It makes little sense to curtail 
staff of a revenue-raising agency like 
the Customs Service, when staff limits 
cause even greater losses to the Treas
ury. 

In closing, I would like to commend 
the distinguished gentleman from 
California, Chairman RoYBAL, and the 
ranking member, my good friend from 
New Mexico, Mr. SKEEN, for their able 
leadership in bringing to this House a 
responsible bill. 

I urge defeat of this amendment, 
and I yield back the balance of my 
time. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle
man from Texas [Mr. CoLEMAN] to the 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Minnesota [Mr. FRENZEL]. 

The question was taken; and the 
chairman announced that the ayes ap
peared to have it. 

Mr. FRENZEL. Mr. Chairman, I 
demand a recorded vote, and pending 
that, I make the point of order that a 
quorum is not present. 

The CHAIRMAN. Evidently a 
quorum is not present. Pursuant to 
the provisions of clause 2 of rule 
XXIII, the Chair announces that he 
will reduce to a minimum of 5 minutes 
the period of time within which a vote 
by electronic device, if ordered, will be 
taken on the pending question follow
ing the quorum call. Members will 
record their presence by electronic 
device. 

The call was taken by electronic 
device. 

The following Members responded 
to their names: 

Ackerman 
Addabbo 
Akaka 
Alexander 
Anderson 

[Roll No. 2671 
Andrews 
Annunzio 
Anthony 
Applegate 
Archer 

Armey 
Asp in 
Atkins 
AuCoin 
Badham 

' 
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Cheney Hall, Ralph Mica their names, a quorum is present, and Jones<TN> Pashay:;n Valentine 
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Coats Hansen Miller <CA> ness. Kennelly Perkins Volkmer 
Cobey Hartnett Miller COH> RECORDED VOTE Kildee Pickle Walgren 
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Dymally Kramer Pickle Boehlert Combest Fascell Courter Hamilton Martin CIL> 
Dyson LaFalce Porter Boggs Cooper Fazio Craig Hansen McCain 
Early Lagomarsino Price Boland Coyne Feighan Crane Hartnett McCandless 
Eckart <OH> Lantos Pursell Boner<TN> Daniel Fish Crockett Henry McKernan 
Eckert <NY> Latta Quillen Bonior <MD Darden Flippo Dannemeyer Hiler McKinney 
Edgar Leach <IA> Rahall Bonker Daschle Florio Daub Holt McMillan 
Edwards <CA> Leath <TX> Rangel Borski Davis Foglietta 
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Meyers 
Michel 
Miller<OH> 
Monson 
Moore 
Moorhead 
Murtha 
Myers 
Nielson 
O 'Brien 
Olin 
Oxley 
Packard 
Penny 
Petri 
Porter 
Pursell 
Ray 
Roberts 

AuCoin 
Barton 
Boulter 
Carney 

Roemer 
Roukema 
Roybal 
Saxton 
Schaefer 
Sensenbrenner 
Sharp 
Shumway 
Shuster 
Siljander 
Slaughter 
Smith <NE> 
Smith <NH> 
Smith, Denny 
Smith, Robert 
Snowe 
Snyder 
Solomon 
Stangeland 

Strang 
Stump 
Swindall 
Tauke 
Taylor 
Thomas<CA> 
Vander Jagt 
Vucanovich 
Walker 
Weber 
Wheat 
Whittaker 
Whitten 
Wolf 
Wylie 
Young(AK> 
Zschau 

NOT VOTING-12 
Fiedler 
Gibbons 
Gordon 
Hefner 

0 1540 

Loeffler 
Martinez 
Tauzin 
Torricelli 

Mrs. SMITH of Nebraska and Mr. 
WHITTAKER changed their votes 
from "aye" to "no." 

Mr. NATCHER, Mr. SPENCE, Mrs. 
BOGGS, and Mr. GOODLING 
changed their votes from "no" to 
"aye." 

So the amendment to the amend
ment was agreed to. 

The result of the vote was an
nounced as above recorded. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle
man from Minnesota [Mr. FRENzEL] as 
amended. 

The amendment, as amended, was 
agreed to. 

Mr. DAUB. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
strong support of the "revenue fore
gone" subsidy which compensates the 
Postal Service for losses that result 
from the free delivery of mail to the 
blind and handicapped and for reduc
tions in postage rates for nonprofit or
ganizations. 

First of all, let me state that I have 
received a great deal of mail from my 
district detailing the devastating ef
fects of increased postal rates upon 
the blind and handicapped and non
profit organizations. 

Nonprofit organizations provide 
many of the services which we, in our 
attempts to reduce Government 
spending, are asking of the private 
sector-services which provide needed 
social services vital to our society. 

Now is not the time to further 
burden these worthy organizations; al
ready many such organizations have 
suffered under postal rate increases, 
and the viability of nonprofit organi
zations would be jeopardized if we 
were to cut the revenue foregone sub
sidies provided to the Postal Service. 

I strongly support the revenue fore
gone subsidy at or near last year's 
level; however, H.R. 3036 contains far 
too many programs that are funded 
above last year's level. In light of the 
current budget deficit, I cannot sup
port this bill because of this excessive 
funding. 

The CHAIRMAN. Are there any fur
ther amendments to the bill? 

Are there amendments in order 
under clause 2(c) of rule XXI? 

Mr. COBEY. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, in a few minutes, the 
motion to rise will probably be made. I 
urge my colleagues to vote against the 
motion because we cannot, in good 
conscience, continue to allow the FEC 
to go unmonitored, without any con
gressional oversight. 

If the motion to rise is defeated, I 
plan to offer an amendment which 
would prohibit the funds appropriated 
by this act to be used for the purpose 
of issuing any regulations which do 
not comply with the decision of the 
U.S. Supreme Court in Ellis versus the 
Brotherhood of Railroad and Airline 
Clerks. 

Over a year ago, the Supreme Court 
ruled in the Ellis case that if union 
members objected to the use of com
pulsory union dues for purposes of po
litical contributions, that union mem
bers were entitled to a reduction in 
their union dues. The FEC has not 
taken steps to enforce this decision. 

It is important that we stand up for 
the rights of the working men and 
women of this country. My amend
ment would simply ensure that in the 
future, the FEC considers the first 
amendment rights of union members. 

In front of me, I have affidavits and 
lists of names of thousands of individ
uals who have filed complaints against 
their unions, because their union dues 
were being used for political purposes. 
This is the stack before me, right here. 

There is no doubt that many unions 
continue to use compulsory union dues 
to support a political cause or candi
date. 

Again, I urge you to defeat the 
motion to rise and to vote for my 
amendment because you believe that 
compulsory union dues should not be 
used for political purposes. But more 
importantly, lend your support if you 
believe that your responsibility is to 
ensure that the independent agencies 
that we fund, such as the FEC, do not 
work outside the law. 

Today, I ask you to protect our 
system of government and the sanctity 
of American law. If you vote your con
science, I think that you will also vote 
against the motion to rise. 

The CHAIRMAN. Are there amend
ments in order under clause 2(c) of 
rule XXI? 

If not, the Chair recognizes the gen
tleman from California [Mr. RoYBAL]. 

Mr. ROYBAL. Mr. Chairman, I 
move that the Committee do now rise 
and report the bill back to the House 
with sundry amendments, with the 
recommendation the amendments be 
agreed to and that the bill, as amend
ed, do pass. 
e Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
to express my support for certain pro-

p -

visions of H.R. 3036, the Treasury, 
Postal Service, and general Govern
ment appropriations bill for fiscal year 
1986. As chairman of the Select Com
mittee on Narcotics Abuse and Con
trol, I am specifically interested in and 
supportive of the funding provisions 
that will provide resources to attack 
the illicit drug problem that plagues 
our country. The ravages of drugs do 
not discriminate by color, age, sex, 
locale, physical handicap, or socioeco
nomic status. Our strategy against 
drug abuse and drug trafficking must 
include efforts to reduce both the 
demand for and the supply of drugs. 
This bill provides much needed fund
ing for the drug law enforcement ef
forts of the Customs Service. 

For salaries and expenses of the U.S. 
Customs Service, the bill provides $725 
million for fiscal year 1986. This is an 
increase of nearly $86 million over the 
administration's request and $81.5 mil
lion more than the 1985level. 

Customs is one of our Nation's key 
drug suppression agencies with pri
mary responsibility for detection and 
interdiction of illicit narcotics at our 
borders. Customs is also heavily in
volved in financial investigations of 
major drug traffickers. Because of 
Customs' important role in drug en
forcement, I have been greatly dis
tressed by the administration's at
tempts to significantly reduce Cus
toms inspectors and other enforce
ment personnel during each of the last 
5 years. The administration has said 
how supportive it is of drug law en
forcement efforts. Yet, in every year, 
the budget has proposed that Customs 
be cut drastically in areas that impact 
directly on drug enforcement. 

The Appropriations Committee has 
seen fit to restore 887 positions that 
the administration proposed to elimi
nate in 1986 including 206 inspectors. 
Moreover, H.R. 3036 provides funding 
for 800 additional Customs positions-
650 new positions and full year fund
ing for 150 positions added in the 1985 
supplemental appropriations bill. 
These extra positions will significantly 
improve Customs narcotics interdic
tion capability. I commend the com
mittee for its committed and strategic 
increase in Customs personnel. At a 
time when separate reports by the 
State Department, the United Nations 
International Narcotics Control 
Board, the House Foreign Affairs 
Committee and the Select Committee 
on Narcotics have all indicated in
creased narcotics production and traf
ficking worldwide, we can ill afford to 
cut our force of Customs inspectors 
and other enforcement personnel. The 
additional positions included in this 
bill will also generate substantial reve
nues which will help to reduce the def
icit. 

H.R. 3036 also provides $8 million 
for the Customs forfeiture fund, the 
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full amount requested in the budget. 
Amounts deposited in the fund include 
seized and forfeited currency and any 
proceeds beyond the expenses of sei
zures and forfeiture. Customs is per
mitted to use these funds for expenses 
related to seizure, awards to inform
ants, purchase of evidence, and certain 
other purposes, subject to appropria
tions. 

The Customs appropriation also in
cludes $60,425,000 for the Customs Air 
Interdiction Program. This is the full 
amount of the 1986 budget request 
and a $16 million increase over the 
1985 funding level. 

I am happy to see that this increase 
for the Air Interdiction Program is in
cluded because it reflects continued 
support and recognition of the need to 
bolster this component of our Inter
diction Program that has not received 
enough attention in the past. The use 
of aircraft to smuggle drugs, especially 
cocaine, across our southern border 
has been increasing. There can be no 
positive results in disrupting the oper
ations of despicable drug smugglers 
unless resources, both financial and 
technical are provided. Programs such 
as Customs Air Interdiction effort, 
that stretches from Florida across the 
southwest and into California, are 
needed to address the serious threat of 
air trafficking. At this time, I also 
want to commend the marine compo
nent of Customs Interdiction Program 
for the fine work it has been doing in 
southern Florida under most difficult 
circumstances. 

H.R. 3036 also includes funds for the 
Internal Revenue Service and the 
Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco, and Fire
arms. Both of these agencies have 
become increasingly involved in nar
cotics enforcement in recent years. 
IRS has greatly expanded its financial 
investigations of suspected drug king
pins and is looking more closely at pos
sible violations of currency reporting 
requirements that may be narcotics re
lated. BATF has taken a more active 
role in narcotics case that also involve 
weapons violations. I support the 
funding levels provided for these two 
agencies. 

There is no doubt in my mind that 
we must continue to effect legislation 
that sends a clear message to the 
American people, agency heads, and 
would-be smugglers, that we will con
tinue to dedicate our efforts in Con
gress to address this problem of epi
demic proportion. I am confident that 
the provisions mentioned earlier under 
H.R. 3036 will facilitate the mission of 
drug law enforcement and interdiction 
to be carried out by the Treasury De
partment.e 

Mr. DYMALLY. Mr. Chairman, 
today we are considering the Depart
ment of the Treasury, Postal Service, 
and independent agencies appropria
tions bill, and I urge all my colleagues 
to support H.R. 3036. I am particularly 

concerned that Members of Congress 
support full funding for "Revenue 
Foregone" ensuring that the hundreds 
of worthy charitable organizations and 
our newspapers and magazines are al
lowed to continue to reach the public 
through use of preferred mail rates. 
Historically, the Congress in its 
wisdom has allowed private charitable 
organizations to use preferred mail 
rates in order for these groups to pro
vide services and communications to 
its membership, including such organi
zations for the blind, handicapped, 
and other groups who depend upon 
these preferred mail rates to provide 
vitally needed services and to be able 
to solicit contributions from the public 
to support their program services. Ad
ditionally, thousands of rural Ameri
cans depend on their county or local 
newspapers as a vital link to their 
communities without which local com
munication would not be possible. 

H.R. 3036 provides for $922 million 
to support the preferred mail rates of
fered by the U.S. Postal Service under 
Revenue Foregone, which will still re
quire a minimal increase in the pre
ferred rates even at this funding level. 
Nevertheless, without full funding of 
Revenue Foregone, many of these 
charitable organizations and newspa
pers could not survive because it would 
provide triple or drastically increase 
the postal rates for these groups. Ad
ditionally, it would not be cost-effec
tive for newspapers and magazines to 
be forced to increase their subscrip
tion rates to meet the added cost of 
the increased rates which the Postal 
Service would have to automatically 
apply should this appropriation be re
duced. 

For these reasons, I urge all my col
leagues to support continuity in voting 
for H.R. 3036 and the full funding of 
Revenue Foregone. I am convinced 
that this is an excellent investment by 
the American public in securing the 
services of many charitable organiza
tions and in maintaining communica
tions throughout our expansive coun
try. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the motion offered by the gentleman 
from California [Mr. RoYBAL]. 

The question was taken; and the 
Chairman announced that the ayes 
appeared to have it. 

RECORDED VOTE 

Mr. COBEY. Mr. Chairman, I 
demand a recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic 

device, and there were-ayes 233, noes 
186, not voting 14, as follows: 

[Roll No. 2691 
AYES-233 

Ackerman Annunzio Barnes 
Addabbo Anthony Bedell 
Akaka Applegate Beilenson 
Alexander Asp in Bennett 
Anderson Atkins Berman 
Andrews AuCoin Bevill 

Biaggi 
Boehlert 
Boggs 
Boland 
Boner<TN> 
Bonior <MI> 
Bonker 
Borski 
Bosco 
Boucher 
Boxer 
Breaux 
Brooks 
Brown <CA> 
Bruce 
Bryant 
Burton<CA> 
Bustamante 
Byron 
Carper 
Carr 
Clay 
Coelho 
Coleman <TX> 
Collins 
Conte 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Courter 
Coyne 
Crockett 
Daschle 
de laGarza 
Dellums 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Dixon 
Donnelly 
Dorgan<ND> 
Dowdy 
Downey 
Durbin 
Dwyer 
Dymally 
Dyson 
Early 
Eckart <OH> 
Edgar 
Edwards <CA) 
English 
Erdreich 
Evans <IL> 
Fascell 
Fazio 
Feighan 
Fish 
Flippo 
Florio 
Foglietta 
Foley 
Ford <MI> 
Fowler 
Frank 
Frost 
Fuqua 
Garcia 
Gaydos 
Gejdenson 
Gibbons 
Gilman 
Glickman 
Gonzalez 

Archer 
Armey 
Badham 
Barnard 
Bartlett 
Bateman 
Bentley 
Bereuter 
Bilirakis 
Bliley 
Broomfield 
Brown <CO> 
Broyhill 
Burton <IN> 
Callahan 
Campbell 
Chandler 
Chappell 
Chapple 
Cheney 
Clinger 
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Gray <IL> 
Gray <PA> 
Green 
Guarini 
Hall <OH> 
Hamilton 
Hatcher 
Hawkins 
Hayes 
Heftel 
Hertel 
Horton 
Howard 
Hoyer 
Hubbard 
Hughes 
Jacobs 
Jeffords 
Johnson 
Jones <NC> 
Jones <OK> 
Jones <TN> 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kastenmeier 
Kennelly 
Kildee 
Kleczka 
Kolter 
Kostmayer 
LaFalce 
Lantos 
Lehman<CA> 
Lehman<FL> 
Leland 
Levin <MI> 
Levine <CA> 
Lipinski 
Lloyd 
Long 
Lowry<WA> 
Luken 
Lundine 
MacKay 
Manton 
Markey 
Martinez 
Matsui 
Mavroules 
McCloskey 
McCurdy 
McDade 
McHugh 
Mica 
Mikulski 
Miller<CA> 
Min eta 
Mitchell 
Moakley 
Mollohan 
Morrison <CT> 
Mrazek 
Murphy 
Murtha 
Natcher 
Nowak 
O'Brien 
Oakar 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olin 
Ortiz 

NOES-186 
Coats 
Cobey 
Coble 
Coleman <MO> 
Combest 
Coughlin 
Craig 
Crane 
Daniel 
Dannemeyer 
Darden 
Daub 
Davis 
DeLay 
Derrick 
De Wine 
Dickinson 
DioGuardi 
Dornan <CA> 
Dreier 
Duncan 

Owens 
Panetta 
Pease 
Penny 
Pepper 
Perkins 
Pickle 
Price 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Reid 
Richardson 
Rinaldo 
Ritter 
Rodino 
Roe 
Rostenkowski 
Roukema 
Roybal 
Russo 
Sabo 
Savage 
Scheuer 
Schneider 
Schroeder 
Schumer 
Seiberling 
Sharp 
Sikorski 
Sisisky 
Skelton 
Slattery 
Smith <FL> 
Smith <IA> 
Smith <NJ> 
Solarz 
StGermain 
Staggers 
Stallings 
Stark 
Stokes 
Stratton 
Studds 
Swift 
Synar 
Tallon 
Torres 
Towns 
Traficant 
Traxler 
Udall 
Vento 
Visclosky 
Volkmer 
Walgren 
Watkins 
Waxman 
Weaver 
Weiss 
Wheat 
Whitten 
Williams 
Wilson 
Wirth 
Wise 
Wolpe 
Wright 
Wyden 
Yates 
Yatron 
Young<MO> 

Eckert <NY> 
Edwards <OK> 
Emerson 
Evans <IA> 
Fa well 
Fields 
Franklin 
Frenzel 
Gallo 
Gekas 
Gingrich 
Goodling 
Gradison 
Gregg 
Grot berg 
Gunderson 
Hall, Ralph 
Hammerschmidt 
Hansen 
Hartnett 
Hendon 
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Henry McKinney Shaw 
Hiler McMillan Shelby 
Hillis Meyers Shumway 
Holt Michel Shuster 
Hopkins Miller<OH> Siljander 
Huckaby Miller<WA> Skeen 
Hunter Molinari Slaughter 
Hutto Monson Smith <NE> 
Hyde Montgomery Smith<NH> 
Ireland Moore Smith, Denny 
Jenkins Moorhead Smith, Robert 
Kasich Morrison <WA> Snowe 
Kemp Myers Snyder 
Kindness Neal Solomon 
Kolbe Nelson Spence 
Kramer Nichols Spratt 
Lagomarsino Nielson Stangeland 
Latta Oxley Stenholm 
Leach <IA> Packard Strang 
Leath <TX> Parris Stump 
Lent Pashayan Sundquist 
Lewis CCA> Petri Sweeney 
Lewis <FL> Porter Swindall 
Lightfoot Pursell Tauke 
Livingston Quillen Taylor 
Lott Ray Thomas <CA> 
Lowery <CA> Regula Thomas<GA> 
Lujan Ridge Valentine 
Lungren Roberts Vander Jagt 
Mack Robinson Vucanovich 
Madigan Roemer Walker 
Marlenee Rogers Weber 
Martin <IL> Rose Whitehurst 
Martin <NY> Roth Whitley 
Mazzoli Rowland <CT> Whittaker 
McCain Rowland <GA> Wolf 
McCandless Rudd Wortley 
McCollum Saxton Wylie 
McEwen Schuette Young<AK> 
McGrath Schulze Young<FL> 
McKernan Sensenbrenner Zschau 

NOT VOTING-14 
Barton Ford<TN> Moody 
Bates Gephardt Schaefer 
Boulter Gordon Tauzin 
Carney Hefner Torricelli 
Fiedler Loeffler 

0 1600 
Mr. SPRATT changed his vote from 

"aye" to "no." 
So the motion was agreed to. 
The result of the vote was an

nounced as above recorded. 
Accordingly, the Committee rose; 

and the Speaker having resumed the 
chair, Mr. BEILENSON, Chairman of the 
Committee of the Whole House on the 
State of the Union, reported that that 
Committee, having had under consid
eration the bill <H.R. 3036) making ap
propriations for the Treasury Depart
ment, the U.S. Postal Service, the Ex
ecutive Office of the President, and 
certain Independent Agencies, for the 
fiscal year ending September 30, 1986, 
and for other purposes had directed 
him to report the bill back to the 
House with sundry amendments, with 
the recommendation that the amend
ments be agreed to and that the bill, 
as amended, do pass. 

The SPEAKER. Without objection, 
the previous question is ordered. 

There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER. Is a separate vote 

demanded on any amendment? If not, 
the Chair will put them en gros. 

The amendments were agreed to. 
The SPEAKER. The question is on 

the engrossment and third reading of 
the bill. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, and was read 
the third time. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on 
the passage of the bill. 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker announced that the ayes ap
peared to have it. 

RECORDED VOTE 

Mr. FRENZEL. Mr. Speaker, I 
demand a recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic 

device, and there were-ayes 249, noes 
172, not voting 12, as follows: 

Ackerman 
Addabbo 
Akaka 
Alexander 
Anderson 
Andrews 
Annunzio 
Anthony 
Asp in 
Atkins 
Barnard 
Barnes 
Bateman 
Bates 
Bedell 
Beilenson 
Bennett 
Bentley 
Berman 
Bevill 
Blagg! 
Boehlert 
Boggs 
Boland 
Boner<TN> 
Bonior<MI> 
Bonker 
Borski 
Bosco 
Boucher 
Brooks 
Brown<CA) 
Bruce 
Bryant 
Burton<CA> 
Bustamante 
Carr 
Chandler 
Chappell 
Clay 
Clinger 
Coelho 
Coleman <TX> 
Collins 
Conte 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Coughlin 
Courter 
Coyne 
Crockett 
Darden 
Daschle 
Davis 
de laGarza 
Dell urns 
Derrick 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Dixon 
Donnelly 
Dorgan<ND> 
Dowdy 
Downey 
Durbin 
Dwyer 
Dymally 
Dyson 
Early 
Edgar 
Edwards <CA> 
English 
Evans <IL> 
Fascell 
Fazio 
Feighan 
Fish 

[Roll No. 2701 
AYES-249 

Flippo 
Florio 
Foglietta 
Foley 
Ford<MI> 
Ford <TN> 
Fowler 
Frank 
Frost 
Fuqua 
Gallo 
Garcia 
Gaydos 
Gejdenson 
Gibbons 
Gilman 
Gonzalez 
Gray <IL> 
Gray<PA> 
Green 
Guarini 
Hall, Ralph 
Hamilton 
Hatcher 
Hawkins 
Hayes 
Heftel 
Horton 
Howard 
Hoyer 
Jeffords 
Jenkins 
Johnson 
Jones <NC> 
Jones<TN> 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kastenmeier 
Kennelly 
Kildee 
Kleczka 
Kolter 
Kostmayer 
Lantos 
Lehman<CA> 
Lehman<FL> 
Leland 
Lent 
Levin <MD 
Levine <CA> 
Lewis <CA> 
Lewis <FL> 
Lipinski 
Lloyd 
Long 
Lowery <CA> 
Lowry<WA> 
Lundine 
MacKay 
Madigan 
Manton 
Markey 
Marlenee 
Martin<NY> 
Martinez 
Matsui 
Mavroules 
Mazzo II 
McCloskey 
McCurdy 
McDade 
McGrath 
McHugh 
McKinney 
Meyers 
Mica 
Mikulski 

Miller<CA> 
Miller<WA> 
Min eta 
Mitchell 
Moakley 
Mollohan 
Moody 
Morrison <CT> 
Morrison <WA> 
Mrazek 
Murphy 
Murtha 
Natcher 
Nowak 
O'Brien 
Oakar 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Ortiz 
Owens 
Parris 
Pease 
Pepper 
Perkins 
Pickle 
Price 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Regula 
Reid 
Richardson 
Ridge 
Rinaldo 
Robinson 
Rodino 
Roe 
Rogers 
Rose 
Rostenkowski 
Rowland <CT> 
Rowland <GA> 
Roybal 
Rudd 
Russo 
Sabo 
Savage 
Scheuer 
Schumer 
Seiberling 
Sikorski 
Sisisky 
Skeen 
Slattery 
Smith<FL> 
Smith <IA> 
Smith <NE> 
Smith<NJ> 
Solarz 
Spratt 
StGermain 
Staggers 
Stallings 
Stark 
Stokes 
Stratton 
Studds 
Swift 
Synar 
Tallon 
Thomas<GA> 
Torres 
Towns 
Traficant 
Traxler 
Udall 
Valentine 
Vento 

Visclosky 
Walgren 
Watkins 
Weiss 
Wheat 
Whitley 

Applegate 
Archer 
Armey 
AuCoin 
Badham 
Bartlett 
Barton 
Bereuter 
Bilirakis 
Bliley 
Boxer 
Breaux 
Broomfield 
Brown <CO> 
Broyhill 
Burton <IN> 
Byron 
Callahan 
Campbell 
Carper 
Chapple 
Cheney 
Coats 
Cobey 
Coble 
Coleman <MO> 
Combest 
Craig 
Crane 
Daniel 
Dannemeyer 
Daub 
DeLay 
De Wine 
Dickinson 
DioGuardi 
Dornan <CA> 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Eckart <OH> 
Eckert <NY> 
Edwards <OK> 
Emerson 
Erdreich 
Evans <IA> 
Fa well 
Fields 
Franklin 
Frenzel 
Gekas 
Gingrich 
Glickman 
Goodling 
Gradison 
Gregg 
Grotberg 
Gunderson 
Hall <OH> 

Boulter 
Carney 
Fiedler 
Gephardt 

Whitten 
Williams 
Wilson 
Wise 
Wolf 
Wolpe 

Wright 
Wyden 
Yates 
Yatron 
Young <AK> 
Young<MO> 

NOES-172 
Hammerschmidt Pashayan 
Hansen 
Hartnett 
Hendon 
Henry 
Hertel 
Hiler 
Hillis 
Holt 
Hopkins 
Hubbard 
Huckaby 
Hughes 
Hunter 
Hutto 
Hyde 
Ireland 
Jacobs 
Kasich 
Kemp 
Kindness 
Kolbe 
Kramer 
LaFalce 
Lagomarsino 
Latta 
Leach <IA> 
Leath <TX> 
Lightfoot 
Livingston 
Lott 
Lujan 
Luken 
Lungren 
Mack 
Martin <IL> 
McCain 
McCandless 
McCollum 
McEwen 
McKernan 
McMillan 
Michel 
Miller <OH> 
Molinari 
Monson 
Montgomery 
Moore 
Moorhead 
Myers 
Neal 
Nelson 
Nichols 
Nielson 
Olin 
Oxley 
Packard 
Panetta 

Penny 
Petri 
Porter 
Pursell 
Quillen 
Ray 
Ritter 
Roberts 
Roemer 
Roth 
Roukema 
Saxton 
Schaefer 
Schneider 
Schroeder 
Schuette 
Schulze 
Sensenbrenner 
Sharp 
Shaw 
Shelby 
Shumway 
Shuster 
Siljander 
Skelton 
Slaughter 
Smith <NH> 
Smith, Denny 
Smith, Robert 
Snowe 
Snyder 
Solomon 
Spence 
Stangeland 
Stenholm 
Strang 
Stump 
Sundquist 
Sweeney 
Swindall 
Tauke 
Taylor 
Thomas<CA> 
VanderJagt 
Volkmer 
Vucanovich 
Walker 
Weaver 
Weber 
Whitehurst 
Whittaker 
Wirth 
Wylie 
Young<FL> 
Zschau 

NOT VOTING-12 
Gordon 
Hefner 
Jones<OK> 
Loeffler 
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Tauzin 
Torricelli 
Waxman 
Wortley 

The Clerk announced the following 
pair: 

On this vote: 
Mr. Torricelli for, . with Mr. Boulter 

against. 

Mr. HALL of Ohio changed his vote 
from "aye" to "no." 

Mr. MOODY changed his vote from 
"no" to "aye." 

So the bill was passed. 
The result of the vote was an

nounced as above recorded. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 
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GENERAL LEAVE 

Mr. ROYBAL. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5 legislative days in which to 
revise and extend their remarks, and 
include extraneous material, on the 
bill just passed. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore <Mr. 
BoNER of Tennessee). Is there objec
tion to the request of the gentleman 
from California? 

There was no objection. 

MESSAGE FROM THE 
PRESIDENT 

A message in writing from the Presi
dent of the United States was commu
nicated to the House by Mr. Saunders, 
one of his secretaries, who also in
formed the House that on the follow
ing date, the President approved and 
signed a bill of the House of the fol
lowing title: 

On July 29, 1985: 
H.R. 1617. An act to authorize appropria

tions to the Secretary of Commerce for the 
programs of the National Bureau of Stand
ards for fiscal year 1986, and for other pur
poses. 

FURTHER MESSAGE FROM THE 
SENATE 

A further message from the Senate 
by Mr. Sparrow, one of its clerks, an
nounced that the Senate agrees to the 
report of the committee of conference 
on the disagreeing votes of the two 
Houses on the amendments of the 
House to the bill <S. 960) "An act to 
amend the Foreign Assistance Act of 
1961, the Arms Export Control Act, 
and other Acts to authorize appropria
tions for the fiscal year 1986 for inter
national security and development as
sistance, the Peace Corps, the Inter
American Foundation, and the African 
Development Foundation, and for 
other purposes." 

REPORT ON RESOLUTION WAIV
ING CERTAIN POINTS OF 
ORDER AGAINST CONSIDER
ATION OF H.R. 3011, DEPART
MENT OF INTERIOR AND RE
LATED AGENCIES APPROPRIA
TION ACT, 1986 

Mr. HALL of Ohio, from the Com
mittee on Ru1es, submitted a privi
leged report <Rept. No. 99-238) on the 
resolution <H. Res. 240) waiving cer
tain points of order against consider
ation of the bill <H.R. 3011> making 
appropriations for the Department of 
the Interior and related agencies for 
the fiscal year ending September 30, 
1986, and for other purposes, which 
was referred to the House Calendar 
and ordered to be printed. 

REPORT ON RESOLUTION PRO
VIDING FOR CONSIDERATION 
OF H.R. 3008, FEDERAL EQUITA
BLE PAY PRACTICES ACT OF 
1985 
Mr HALL of Ohio, from the Com

mittee on Ru1es, submitted a privi
leged report <Rept. No. 99-239) on the 
resolution <H. Res. 241) providing for 
the consideration of the bill <H.R. 
3008) to promote equitable pay prac
tices and to eliminate discrimination 
within the Federal Civil Service, which 
was referred to the House Calendar 
and ordered to be :lrinted. 

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 
APPROPRIATION ACT, 1986 

Mr. DIXON. Mr. Speaker, I move 
that the House resolve itself into the 
Committee of the Whole House on the 
State of the Union for the consider
ation of the bill <H.R. 3067) making 
appropriations for the government of 
the District of Columbia and other ac
tivities chargeable in whole or in part 
against the reve.aues of said District 
for the fiscal year ending September 
30, 1986, and for other purposes; and 
pending that motion, Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent that general 
debate be limited to not to exceed 1 
hour, the tb:ne to be equally divided 
and controlled by the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania [Mr. COUGHLIN] and 
myself. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from California? 

There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from California [Mr. 
DIXON]. 

The motion was agreed to. 

0 1629 
IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE 

Accordingly the House resolved 
itself into the Committee of the 
Whole House on the State of the 
Union for the consideration of the bill, 
H.R. 3067, with Mr. HERTEL of Michi
gan in the chair. 

The Cle.::k read the title of the bill. 
By unanimous consent, the first 

reading of the bill was dispensed with. 
The CHAIRMAN. Under the unani

mous consent agreement, the gentle
man from California [Mr. DIXON] will 
be recognized for 30 minutes and the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
CouGHLIN] will be recognized for 30 
minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from California [Mr. DIXON]. 

0 1630 
Mr. DIXON. Mr. Chairman, I yield 

myself such time as I may consume. 
Mr. Chairman, this afternoon we 

bring to you the annual District of Co
lumbia appropriation bill for fiscal 
year 1986. This, Mr. Chairman, is tru1y 

a bipartisan bill; it comes to you from 
the Committee on Appropriations 
with a written endorsement from Mr. 
David Stockman, Director of the 
Office of Management and Budget, 
who commends the committee for its 
"responsible action" in keeping with 
the administration's request. 

The bill will provide a total of $2.7 
billion in budget authority for the op
eration of the District of Columbia 
government during fiscal year 1986. 
This is $32:.1 million above last year's 
level and consists of Federal funds of 
$532 million and local funds of $2.2 bil
lion. 

In Federal funds, Mr. Chairman, we 
recommend a virtual freeze at last 
year's level-in fact the $532 million 
we recommend is $1.2 million below 
last year's appropriation due to three 
nonrecurring items-the criminal jus
tice initiative of $8.4 million; the edu
cation initiative of $1.5 million; and 
the Presidential inaugural expenses of 
$2.3 million. 

These Federal funds which total 
$532 million consist of four items: 

A Federal payment of $425 million 
which is at last year's level. For the 
first time in several years, there is no 
increase recommended in the Fe~eral 
payment. 

Our reimbursement to the District 
for water and sewer services furnished 
to Federal facilities is $30.1 million or 
$6 million above last year's level due 
to an increase in rates. 

The Federal contribution to the 
police, fire, teachers, and judges retire
ment funds is $52 million and reflects 
no increase over the fiscal 1985 appro
priation. 

A Federal payment of $25 million for 
St. Elizabeths Hospital which is $5 
million above last year's appropria
tion. 

One of the crucial issues we have 
faced over the past few years is the fi
nancing of St. Elizabeths Hospital 
which is a Federal facility for the care 
and treatment of the mentally ill. The 
District reimbursed the Federal Gov
ernment for the cost of care and treat
ment received by District residents. 
The administration 4 years ago em
barked on a 10-year program to phase 
down Federal support. The Congress 
last year passed Public Law 98-621 
which establishes the administrative 
and financial responsibilities of the 
Federal and District governments and 
provides for transitional payments to 
the District until 1991 when the city 
will assume fu11 administrative and fi
nancial control of the institution. 

Mr. Chairman, as I mentioned a 
moment ago, this bill reflects a reduc
tion of $1.2 million in Federal funds 
below last year's level, and we are 
below the committee's tentative 302<b> 
budget resolution allocations by $8 
million. 
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DISTRICT FUNDS 

In District funds, the bill includes 
$2.7 billion of which $2.4 billion is for 
operating expenses and $249 million is 
for the capital outlay program. 

At this point, Mr. Chairman, let me 
try to clarify what we mean when we 
refer to District funds. This $2.4 bil
lion operating budget is financed with 
Federal funds of $532 million with the 
balance of $1.9 billion or almost 80 
percent of the operating budget 
coming from the District's own locally 
raised revenues such as income and 
property taxes and various fines and 
fees. So I would ask the Members to 
keep that in mind as we consider this 
bill. 

The capital outlay program of $249 
million will be financed by issuing 
long-term bonds which the District 
has been able to do since last year at a 
lower rate than the rate it was paying 
to borrow from the Federal Treasury. 

GOVERNMENTAL DIRECTION AND SUPPORT 

For the 23 activities funded under 
the governmental direction and sup
port appropriation, the committee rec
ommends a total of $99,342,000 or an 
increase of $11,144,000 above last 
year's level. The bill includes the full 
budget request of $661,000 and 18 posi
tions for the District of Columbia 
auditor. Included in our recommenda
tion is an increase of $109,000 for 
three new positions to expand the of
fice's audit capability. The commit
tee's approval of three new positions 
rather than the transfer of filled posi
tions from another agency will allow 
the auditor to select staff he feels is 
competent to carry out the required 
tasks. For the Department of Finance 
and Revenue, the committee recom
mends $19,034,000 and 553 positions, 
including an increase of $143,000 to 
fund three new revenue-generating 
initiatives: a homestead exemption 
audit; an increase in the audit level for 
sales and use taxes and unclaimed 
property; and a street vendor compli
ance program. These three new pro
grams are expected to generate a total 
of $2.6 million in additional revenues. 

We recommend $55,000 for the 
newly established D.C. Commission on 
Baseball which is responsible for as
sisting and advising the Mayor and 
council regarding the establishment of 
a professional baseball team in the 
District. The commission plans to raise 
$45,000 from private sources which 
will give it a total budget of $100,000. 
According to testimony we received, 
market analyses and demographic 
studies show that of the eight cities 
competing for what is believed to be 
two expansion teams, the Washington 
area has the highest per capita income 
as well as the sixth largest population 
market and the seventh largest media 
market. The commission has em
barked on a campaign to sell 10,000 
season tickets this summer to demon
strate area support for a major le~gue 

baseball team which could be ready to 
play at RFK Stadium as soon as 1987. 
The announcement of the two wim1ing 
cities is expected to be made by De
cember 1985 when league owners meet 
to vote on recommendations of the 
baseball commissioner. Mr. Chairman, 
our committee congratulates the 
Mayor and the council for their lead
ership and foresight in creating the 
D.C. Baseball Commission and for the 
aggressive manner in which the Dis
trict government is pursuing the ac
quisition of a major league team for 
the Nation's Capital. We believe that 
Washington, DC, is the ideal location 
for the next expansion major league 
baseball team. 

ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT .urn REGULATION 

The committee recommends a total 
of $99,525,000 for the 13 agencies and 
commissions responsible for economic 
development and regulation in the 
District. Our recommendation reflects 
an increase of $27,613,000 of which $25 
million or 91 percent is for four agen
cies-the Departments of Housing and 
Community Development, Employ
ment Services, and Consumer and 
Regulatory Affairs, and the Office of 
Business and Economic Development. 
We recommend increases of $7,845,000 
for the Department of Housing and 
Community Development including $5 
million for a new rent supplement pro
gram which will make payments on 
behalf of qualified low-income tenants 
to owners of private dwellings whose 
rent falls within certain standards. We 
also recommend an increase of 
$735,000 for this Department for a 
Citywide Home Purchase Assistance 
Program and $700,000 for low-rent 
housing support services. We recom
mend increases of $4,520,000 for the 
Department of Employment Services 
which provides opportunities for Dis
trict residents to prepare for, find, and 
maintain gainful employment. Of this 
increase, $2,982,000 will be used for 
various jobs programs throughout the 
city and $1,130,000 will fund 48 cur
rent staff positions which were previ
ously funded with Federal grants. 

For the Department of Consumer 
and Regulatory Affairs, we recom
mend $28,063,000 or an increase of 
$5,178,000 which includes $2,041,000 
for personnel and implementation 
costs for an automated data processing 
system in support of the One-Stop 
Business and Permit Center and other 
departmental operations. The commit
tee has also approved increases of 
$80,000 and three positions for the 
Pesticide, Air Monitoring and Hazard
ous Waste Program, and $238,000 to 
carry out the Department's responsi
bilities under the Anacostia Tributary 
Restoration Agreement. 

The largest increase percentagewise 
over last year's level is for the Office 
of Business and Economic Develop
ment whose budget totals $9,303,000 
and reflects increases of $7,630,000 ba-

sically for three new programs de
signed to stimulate economic activity 
in the District. More than half of the 
increase or $4,048,000 is for the Eco
nomic Development Corporation 
whose objective is to help meet the 
needs of small and minority businesses 
and encourage private-sector partici
pation. In addition, $3,332,000 is for 
the Business Purchase Assistance Pro
gram to provide down payments to 
help purchase existing businesses or 
storefronts and further the revitaliza
tion of commercial corridors in neigh
borhood shopping areas. The commit
tee has also approved $250,000 for a 
new International Business Develop
ment Program to encourage businesses 
to establish an office in the District. 

PUBLIC SAFETY AND JUSTICE 

The committee recommends 
$535,416,000 or an increase of 
$33,133,000 for the city's various 
public safety activities. A total of 
$148,124,00(; is included for the Metro
politan Police Department. The com
mittee has retained language in last 
year's bill which requires the District 
to maintair. an average strength of 
3,880 uniformed officers for fiscal 
1986. For the fire department, we rec
ommend $59,863,000, an increase of 
$4,203,000 above the fiscal 1985 appro
priation. Bill language is included re
quiring the District to pay employees 
who retired from the department prior 
to February 15, 1980, a one-time lump 
sum bonus of 3 percent of their annu
ity by September 30, 1985. This pay
ment results from an agreement en
tered into on March 27, 1985, between 
District officials and the collective
bargaining unit for District firefight
ers. The committee has been advised 
that new 1-hour breathing masks are 
finally being purchased. The first 
order for 173 masks was placed on 
June 12, 1985, and the remaining 135 
masks are to be ordered in July 1985. 
The initial appropriation for these 
masks was made 3 years ago in fiscal 
1983. 

Mr. Chairman, let me point out that 
one of the areas the committee is con
cerned about involves fire protection 
in ward 2. The committee has directed 
that Engine Company No.3 located at 
439 New Jersey Ave., NW., not be 
closed. If the District continues to feel 
there is a need to close the facility, 
evidence supporting that action is to 
be submitted to the committee for its 
approval at least 90 days prior to the 
city taking any action to close the sta
tion. 

For the National Guard, Mr. Chair
man, we recommend $710,000 includ
ing $10,000 which will be matched 
with Federal funds to provide partial 
scholarship assistance for officers to 
meet minimum educational require
ments of an undergraduate degree. 

The bill includes $59,714,000 for the 
operation of the District's courts in 
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fiscal 1986. We reviewed the court's re
quest for judicial insurance coverage 
which was prompted by the liability 
exposure created by the Supreme 
Court decision in the case Pullian 
versus Allen. We also raised this issue 
with the corporation counsel who tes
tified that the District is self-insured 
and the judges and court employees 
are included under this self-insurance 
umbrella even though the inclusion of 
the courts' employees is not codified in 
the D.C. Code. Rather than recom
mend an appropriation for judicial in
surance coverage, the committee urges 
the Mayor and the council to pursue 
the expedited passage of legislation 
amending the D.C. Code to ensure ap
propriate coverage for the court's em
ployees comparable to that provided 
for medical employees. 

For the Department of Corrections, 
we recommend the full request of 
$124,602,000 which reflects a net in
crease of $2,238,000. Mr. Chairman, a 
recent court order limits the popula
tion at the D.C. jail to approximately 
900 fewer inmates than are there now. 
This places the Mayor in an untenable 
position-he can't release them; yet if 
he does not reduce the population at 
that facility, he may be held in con
tempt of court. We have included 
report language asking District offi
cials to consider all possible alterna
tives before moving inmates from the 
D.C. jail to the Lorton Reformatory. 
Construction of a new jail is being dis
cussed, but for the present, the Mayor 
clearly needs some flexibility if he is 
to successfully resolve the problem. 
And it is not the committee's intention 
to restrict the Mayor's flexibility. We 
are simply asking him to consider all 
possible alternatives. 

PUBLIC EDUCATION SYSTEM 

We recommend a total of 
$515,005,000 for the six activities in
cluded under the public education 
system appropriation. This allowance 
is $25,050,000 above last year's appro
priations. 

Mr. Chairman, we believe the Dis
trict's elected board and its appointed 
superintendent are doing an excellent 
job educating our young people. I 
know that most of you who have been 
here for any period of time realize 
that this board and superintendent 
place the interests of students fore
most on their agenda. And there seems 
to be a feeling of cooperation between 
the Mayor, the council, and the school 
board as it relates to funding levels for 
the school system, and that same co
operation seems to be evident between 
the school board and the superintend
ent. All of this bodes well for the stu
dents. And for the first time in at least 
16 years, the public school system is 
showing an increase in enrollments. 
While the increase is modest, it none
theless reverses the trend which saw 
student enrollment drop from 145,584 
in 1969 to 87,397 last year. 

' 

We have asked the board and the su
perintendent to study the student 
dropout rate, which is presently 16.9 
percent, and submit a report to the 
committee prior to next year's hearing 
with a plan and recommendations on 
ways to reduce the rate. It is our feel
ing, Mr. Chairman, that many of our 
problems start with truancy and stu
dent dropouts, and the committee is 
ready to assist the board and the su
perintendent in whatever way we can 
to encourage students to stay in school 
and be graduated. 

We recommend $15,002,000 for the 
public library in fiscal 1986. This al
lowance is $1,057,000 above last year's 
appropriation and includes increases 
for the book fund, for building repairs 
and service restoration in the original 
children's rooms in five libraries, and 
to improve technical support for the 
library's computer system. Mr. Chair
man, the District has many outstand
ing employees, and the public library 
director, Dr. Hardy Franklin, is cer
tainly one of those. He was named 
"Public Librarian of the Year" for 
1984, and we want to congratulate 
him. He is certainly doing a fine job. 
For the Commission on the Arts and 
Humanities, the bill includes the full 
budget request of $1,673,000. This al
lowance reflects an increase of 
$546,000 and includes $500,000 for a 
new grants program to major institu
tions. 

HUMAN SUPPORT SERVICES 

The committee recommends 
$614,347,000 for human support serv
ices during fiscal 1986, an increase of 
$64,560,000 above last year's appro
priation. There are 10 departments or 
activities funded under this appropria
tion heading with the largest by far 
being the Department of Human Serv
ices with a budget of $511,576,000 for 
fiscal 1986, an increase of $54,809,000 
above the fiscal year 1985 level. This 
department provides social, economic, 
and health support systems to those 
who are unable to do so for them
selves. Included in our recommenda
tion is an increase of $2,161,000 to pro
vide emergency shelter and support 
services through contractual arrange
ments. The bill includes an additional 
$1,164,000 to expand the District's Day 
Care Program and $384,000 for a new 
program to provide day care for 3- to 
5-year-olds enrolled in nursery school 
programs in the public schools for 
part of the day. The committee recom
mends an increase of $2.4 million to 
cover inflationary costs and expand 
the Foster Care Program, and an addi
tional $2,847,000 to increase the 
number of placements of developmen
tally disabled individuals. The largest 
increase in this department is 
$21,547,000 for the Medicaid/Medical 
Charities Program which will have a 
total of $153,450,000 in District funds 
for fiscal 1986. Over half of this in
crease consists of a transfer in of 

$13,848,000 from the St. Elizabeths 
Hospital account. We also recommend 
increases of $7,415,000 in skilled and 
intermediate nursing facilities. 

Mr. Chairman, one of the major 
problems facing this country is drug 
abuse. In this bill we recommend an 
increase of $5 million to provide pre
vention, education, and detoxification 
programs to reduce the incidence of 
drug abuse and $1 million for the de
partment to develop an action plan in 
conjunction with the public school 
system for drug abuse prevention. 

For the Office on Aging, we recom
mend an increase of $1,537,000 which 
includes $200,000 for 10 new nutrition 
sites and $200,000 for social and sup
portive services at a new multipurpose 
senior center. We recommend an in
crease of $51,000 and two positions for 
the Commission for Women. 

PUBLIC WORKS 

We recommend $193,741,000 for the 
four activities in this appropriation 
title. This is $9,522,000 above last 
year's appropriation. We recommend 
the full budget request of $96.5 million 
for the District's share of operating 
expenses and debt service for metro
rail and metrobus operations in fiscal 
year 1986. For the Department of 
Public Works, we recommend 
$93,151,000, an increase of $9,519,000 
above the fiscal 1985 level. This de
partment, Mr. Chairman, is responsi
ble for maintaining the District's 
physical infrastructure, collecting and 
disposing of solid waste, administering 
motor vehicle regulations, and main
taining most of the District's vehicles. 
We recommend increases of $275,000 
for 1,000 new parking meters and 
$35,000 for an additional 100 vehicle 
boots. As hard as it may be to believe, 
Mr. Chairman, there are occasions, al
though rare, when parking meters and 
vehicle boots are actually stolen. We 
also recommend an increase of 
$1,657,000 to repair sidewalks, streets, 
and bridges, and $160,000 to purchase 
a multipurpose emergency vehicle 
which the department testified will 
provide the most economical and effi
cient means for handling emergencies 
and public hazards. 

WASHINGTON CONVENTION CENTER FUND 

The bill includes $8,371,000 for the 
fiscal year 1986 general fund contribu
tion to the Washington Convention 
Center. Our recommendation reflects 
a net increase of $1,632,000 and in
cludes $2,130,000 to purchase the food 
service equipment. Convention center 
officials testified that the purchase of 
this equipment will increase conces
sion revenue earned by the center by 
100 percent. 

REPAYMENT OF LOANS AND INTEREST 

We recommend $198,409,000 to 
repay loans and interest on the Dis
trict's $2 billion in outstanding loans 
borrowed over the years to finance its 
construction projects. This allowance 

. 
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includes $1.2 million for interest on 
advances to the Unemployment Com
pensation Trust Fund. 

REPAYMENT OF GENERAL FUND DEFICIT 

Mr. Chairman, once again we recom
mend that $20 million be applied 
toward reducing the District's accumu
lated general fund deficit which stood 
at $269,860,000 as of September 30, 
1984, down one-third from its peak of 
$387.5 million in 1980. The budget in
cluded $5 million for this purpose. The 
additional $15 million recommended 
by the committee is to be identified by 
the Mayor and made available 
through reductions in amounts includ
ed in the bill or from additional reve
nues. Mr. Chairman, we do not believe 
the deficit problem should be resolved 
by selling bonds and saddling District 
taxpayers with additional interest 
costs for the next several years. Sell
ing bonds would simply exchange the 
deficit for a long-term liability, and 
the additional interest costs could very 
well exceed the amount the committee 
has asked the city to set aside each 
year for deficit reduction purposes. In
stead, we plan to recommend a stand
ard reduction of $20 million each year 
to be used exclusively to reduce the 
deficit. 

SHORT-TERM BORROWINGS 

The bill includes $3,750,000 for inter
est on short-term borrowings which 
the District uses to meet its seasonal 
cash-flow financing needs. This allow
ance is $1,250,000 below last year's ap
propriation and reflects the District's 
actual experience in the bond market. 

CAPITAL OUTLAY 

The committee recommends 
$248,783,000 for 89 projects for the 
District's Construction Program in 
fiscal year 1986. These projects will be 
financed with long-term borrowings on 
the bond market. 

A total of $157,606,000 is recom
mended for public building construc
tion and includes $10 million for asbes
tos abatement in the public schools, 
$12.7 million to complete the renova
tion of the Washington Center for 
Aging Services, and $15.1 million to 
renovate two public housing projects
Carrollsburg Dwellings and James 
Apartments. It also includes 
$23,667,000 for the Office of Business 
and Economic Development to con
struct an employment center revital
ization project and a commercial 
center revitalization project. A total of 
$50,124,000 is recommended for 13 
highway and bridge projects including 
$16,926,000 for the reconstruction of 
the Whitehurst Freeway and 
$9,265,000 for the Barney Circle-Ana
costia Freeway connection. The bill in
cludes $19,635,000 for water and sewer 
projects and includes $8 million as the 
District's share of costs to complete 
the Blue Plains Regional Wastewater 
Treatment Plant. 

Mr. Chairman, the committee is con
cerned about the delay in repairing 

and resurfacing the Southeast-South
west Freeway. Part of the District's 
share of construction funds was appro
priated as far back as 1980. The com
mittee was advised that sections of the 
freeway have been designed three 
times because of Federal Highway Ad
ministration requirements. The com
plaints we receive concern not only 
the deteriorated condition of the road
way, but they also involve the under
side of the bridges from which chunks 
of concrete continue to fall onto vehi
cles parked in lots under the bridges. 

Mr. Chairman, the time to make 
these repairs and do the reconstruc
tion work required is long overdue, 
and we urge District and Federal 
Highway officials to resolve whatever 
problems there are and get on with 
the task at hand. 

PAY-AS-YOU-GO CAPITAL PROJECTS 

Mr. Chairman, in last year's bill the 
appropriation for "capital outlay" in
cluded $8,916,000 requested by the 
District for so-called pay-as-you-go 
capital projects to be financed with 
current operating revenues. The ra
tionale used by the District to justify 
this request was that these projects 
were either maintenance-type projects 
or capital projects that had total costs 
of $1 million or less, and by funding 
them with current operating revenues, 
the debt service on long-term borrow
ings would be minimized. The Con
gress concurred in the city's request 
and included statutory language ex
pressly requiring that "$5,087,000 for 
fiscal year 1985, $3,531,000 for 1986, 
and $298,000 for fiscal year 1987 shall 
be financed from general fund operat
ing revenues". That provision, Mr. 
Chairman, is a mandate binding on 
the District, and it provides no legal 
authority for the use of long-term bor
rowings for these projects as proposed 
in the District's fiscal year 1986 
budget and financial plans. The Dis
trict's proposal is contrary to existing 
law and therefore cannot be accepted 
by the committee. We have also been 
advised that such a proposal creates a 
legal cloud as to all of the capital 
projects approved in last year's act. 

Accordingly, the committee has ad
justed the District's fiscal year 1986 fi
nancial plan and included the 
$3,531,000 from general fund operat
ing revenues to fund the fiscal 1986 re
quirements for pay-as-you-go capital 
projects as mandated in last year's ap
propriations act. The committee ex
pects the District government to fully 
abide by the law. 

ENTERPRISE FUNDS 

The bill includes $167,388,000 for the 
four activities funded with enterprise 
funds. A total of $148,083,000 is includ
ed for the Utility Administration of 
the Department of Public Works. This 
allowance is $23,973,000 above last 
year's appropriation and includes in
creases of $3,373,000 for debt service 
costs, $5,034,000 for sludge disposal, 

and $3,793,000 to hire additional per
sonnel and purchase spare parts in 
order to comply with a consent decree 
entered into with the Environmental 
Protection Agency on the operation of 
the Blue Plains Wastewater Treat
ment Plant. 

The bill includes the budget request 
of $14,904,000 for the Washington Aq
ueduct which collects, purifies and 
pumps potable water. This allowance 
is $904,000 above the fiscal year 1985 
appropriation and includes an increase 
of $587,000 to cover two rate increases 
for energy costs. 

The committee recommends 
$4,151,000 in District funds for the 
Lottery and Charitable Games Control 
Board which is responsible for regulat
ing charitable games and conducting 
legalized lotteries in the District. The 
board testified that the increase of 
$620,000 and 15 positions above the 
fiscal year 1985 allowance will be used 
to increase sales which will ultimately 
result in additional operating revenues 
for the District. The board expects to 
transfer $34.8 million to the District's 
general fund during fiscal year 1986. 

For the Office of Cable Television, 
we recommend $250,000 for fiscal year 
1986. This office will oversee the day
to-day construction and operations of 
the District's cable television system. 
Construction is anticipated to start 
some time in early 1986 with cable 
service expected in late 1986. 

GENERAL PROVISIONS 

Mr. Chairman, the bill carries a 
number of general provisions on pages 
15 through 26. However, only four of 
them are new and I will cover them 
briefly. 

Language under section 130 author
izes and ratifies action taken by the 
Public Service Commission in July 
1984 to deregulate streetlighting. 
Funds in the amount of $14,850,000 
are included in the Supplemental Ap
propriations Act for 1985 <H.R. 2577) 
to purchase the streetlight plant from 
manhole to light from the Potomac 
Electric Power Co. The price was de
termined in the course of a deprecia
tion study conducted by a national ac
counting firm. 

The second language item under sec
tion 131 is the one you probably have 
read about in the newspapers. 

It exempts Members of Congress 
who live in a State solely for the pur
pose of attending sessions of Congress 
from personal property taxes on one 
motor vehicle used for purposes of at
tending sessions of Congress. Several 
members have talked with me about 
the fact that they pay some form of 
tax on their vehicles in their home 
States-it may be called a registration 
fee or a vehicle tax, but the fee or tax 
is based on the value of the vehicle, 
and to be subject to a personal proper
ty tax by a jurisdiction where they are 
residing solely for the purpose of at-
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tending sessions of Congress results in 
double taxation. 

This exemption is similar to the 
income tax exemption for Members 
which was provided under Public Law 
95-67, approved July 19, 1977, which 
was held constitutional in United 
States versus Maryland. That decision 
relied in substantial measure on the 
Supreme Court's decision in Dameron 
versus Broadhead where the Court 
upheld the power of Congress to pro
hibit the State of Colorado from ap
plying a personal property tax to a 
Louisiana domiciliary who was a 
member of the U.S. Air Force sta
tioned at Lowry Air Force Base in Col
orado. 

Mr. Chairman, our only interest 
here is to prevent a State or jurisdic
tion from imposing an ad valorem tax 
on a vehicle registered by the Member 
or his spouse in his home State and 
used by the Member to attend sessions 
of Congress. 

The third language item is under 
section 132 and designates part of 15th 
Street, SW, between Independence 
Avenue and Maine Avenue as "Raoul 
Wallenberg Place" in honor of the 
Swedish diplomat who saved the lives 
of some 100,000 Hungarian Jews 
during World War II. The one-block 
section is the site of the future Nation
al Holocaust Memorial Museum. We 
expect appropriate street signs to be 
erected on each end of the street as 
soon as possible after this bill is signed 
into law. 

The fourth language item is under 
section 133 and requires that contracts 
issued by the District government be 
awarded on a competitive basis. It is 
not our intent, Mr. Chairman, to elimi
nate the city's minority set-aside pro
gram which requires each agency to 
spend at least 35 percent of its con
tracting dollars with certified minority 
business enterprises. Rather, our ef
forts are to retain the set-aside pro
gram and encourage competition 
among minority contractors. Frankly, 
we are not sure how far this language 
goes and we are looking into it fur
ther. 

Mr. Chairman, the members who 
serve on our subcommittee are to be 
commended for their dedication and 
for their sensitivity to the delicate bal
ance between home rule issues and the 
Federal interest. I want to express my 
appreciation to each of them for their 
assistance: the gentleman from Ken
tucky [Mr. NATCHERl who has been a 
member of this subcommittee for over 
30 years and served as chairman for 17 
years; the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. 
SToKEs]; the gentleman from Texas 
[Mr. WILSON]; the gentleman from 
Minnesota [Mr. SABol; the gentleman 
from Maryland [Mr. HoYER] who is 
one of our two new members this year; 
the gentleman from New York [Mr. 
GREEN]; and the gentleman from Vir-

ginia [Mr. WoLF] who is the second of 
our two new members. 

Mr. Chairman, the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania [Mr. CoUGHLIN], serves 
as the ranking Republican on our sub
committee, and I must say that if 
there is any one member who makes 
the difference on our subcommittee, it 
is the gentleman from Pennsylvania. 
He serves as the ranking member on a 
second subcommittee and he also 
serves on a third subcommittee; yet he 
comes to all of our hearings and asks 
probing and information-providing 
questions. He certainly does a yeo
man's job and I would be remiss if I 
did not say that his hard work and co
operation are the main reasons we are 
able to bring to the floor this after
noon a bipartisan bill. 

CONCLUSION 

Mr. Chairman, this is a good bill
the committee has left the District's 
budget virtually untouched. We have 
expressed our concern in those few 
areas where we felt it was necessary. 
The District is making very good 
progress in establishing itself in the fi
nancial markets, and in providing serv
ices to local residents in a timely 
manner. The city is on the move with 
an aggressive economic development 
program. 

We are optimistic about the District, 
and the bill we bring to you this after
noon is a good bill and I recommend 
that it be approved. 

Mr. COUGHLIN. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself such time as I may con
sume. I rise in strong support of H.R. 
3067, the fiscal year 1986 District of 
Columbia appropriations bill. Article I, 
section 8, of the U.S. Constitution 
gives Congress power "To exercise ex
clusive Legislation in all Cases whatso
ever, over such District • • • as 
may • • • become the Seat of the Gov
ernment of the United States • • •." 
Although Congress delegated broad 
home rule powers to the District of 
Columbia in 1973, Congress retained 
the power of the purse. It is that 
power which we exercise, today. 

This appropriations bill does two 
things. First, it provides a Federal pay
ment from the United States to the 
District of Columbia. Second, it sets 
the entire D.C. budget, made up of 
Federal payment, property tax, 
income tax, sales tax, estate and gift 
tax, fees, and any other income. 

Under the distinguished leadership 
of subcommittee Chairman JuLIAN 
DIXON, the subcommittee has adopted 
a policy of letting the District make its 
own choices unless what is proposed: 
(1) is unconstitutional, (2) violates the 
Home Rule Act, or (3) raises a "Feder
al question." I note that, although he 
is an able Representative of the 28th 
District of California, Chairman 
DIXON is a native Washingtonian and 
descended from one of this area's 
oldest and most distinguished families. 
He carries on the tradition of civic 

leadership in Washington set by his 
fore bearers. 

Assisting in the preparation of this 
bill were staff members Migo Miconi, 
Mary Porter, and Kenny Kraft from 
appropriations, and Wilhelmina Mar
shall, liaison from the D.C. Budget 
Office .. 

The bill provides $2,689,077,000. Out 
of this $532,170,000 are Federal funds. 
This includes a Federal payment of 
$425 million, which is the same 
amount as appropriated last year, and 
as requested this year by the Office of 
Management and Budget. The balance 
of the Federal money goes to reim
bursement for water and sewer service; 
retirement for teachers, police, fire
fighters, and judges; and St. Eliza
beths Hospital. 

The increase in this bill over last 
year's version is due to increased tax 
revenues which the District has raised, 
itself. OMB supports this bill. I re
ceived a "Dear Larry" letter from my 
good friend Dave <Stockman> who said 
"I want to commend the subcommittee 
for its responsible action • • •." It is 
the subcommittee's recommendations 
which the full committee brings to the 
House floor, today. 

Mr. DIXON has already done a good 
job of explaining what is in H.R. 3067 
so I will not repeat it. We recommend 
virtually the entire D.C. request. How
ever, we do insist that an additional 
$15 million be used to retire the debt. 
This would be combined with the $5 
million requested by the city council 
for a total amount of $20 million in 
fiscal year 1986. Since fiscal year 1980, 
the city's accumulated deficit of $387.5 
million has been reduced by $130 mil
lion or one-third. 

My compliments to the chairman 
and the subcommittee on a job well 
done. 

Mr. DIXON. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 
minutes to the distinguished gentle
man from the District of Columbia 
[Mr. FAUNTROY]. 

Mr. FAUNTROY. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise with deep concerns about H.R. 
3067, the District of Columbia appro
priations bill for fiscal year 1986. 

In December 1973, this Congress re
established the concept of home rule 
for the District of Columbia through 
enactment of the District of Columbia 
Self-Government and Governmental 
Reorganization Act <Public Law 93-
198). Since enactment of home rule for 
the District, each Congress has ap
proved legislation which sought to im
prove and enhance D.C. home rule. 
Those improvements were accom
plished through the legislative proc
ess. 

Mr. Chairman, H.R. 3067, unfortu
nately, is attempting to use the appro
priations process to enact substantive 
legislation which is antihome rule. I 
would like to speak to two of these. 
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First, the bill includes language 

under section 132 designating part of 
15th Street Southwest, between Inde
pendence Avenue and Maine Avenue, 
as "Raoul Wallenberg Place." H.R. 
2119, which was introduced in April, 
seeks the same objective and is before 
my Subcommittee on Fiscal Affairs 
and Health as well as the Subcommit
tee on Government Operations and 
Metropolitan Affairs of the Commit
tee on the District of Columbia. 

Raoul Wallenberg was one of the 
truly great heroes of World War II. He 
saved many Jews from the Nazi con
centration camps and he deserved rec
ognition. However, the naming of 
streets is purely a home rule matter. 

Mr. Chairman, as many of my col
leagues know, I have been in the fore
front of the struggle to end apartheid 
in South Africa through legislation in 
the Congress and demonstrations at 
the South African Embassy. The 
Mayor of the District of Columbia has 
expressed his desire to rename that 
portion of Massachusetts Avenue, 
Northwest, in front of the embassy as 
"Nelson and Winnie Mandela 
Avenue." I would be more than willing 
to speak with him regarding "Raoul 
Wallenberg Place." 

Second, H.R. 3067 includes language 
under section 133 which states, "The 
expenditure of any appropriation 
under this act for any contract shall 
be limited to those contracts awarded 
on a competitive basis." This language 
could be interpreted to mean termina
tion of the District's Minority Con
tract Set-Aside Program. 

I would like to ask the distinguished 
gentleman from California whether 
the contracting language is intended 
to change or jeopardize the District's 
Minority Set-Aside Program. If not, 
will the language be clarified to make 
this clear during conference? 

0 1640 
Mr. DIXON. Mr. Chairman, will the 

gentleman yield? 
Mr. FAUNTROY. I yield to the gen

tleman from California. 
Mr. DIXON. Mr. Chairman, this lan

guage was offered by the gentleman 
from Ohio [Mr. REGULA]. I do not 
know what his intent was, but I made 
it clear when the amendment was of
fered in committee that I thought it 
would have a serious impact on the mi
nority set-aside program. I received as
surances from the gentleman from 
Ohio [Mr. REGULA] that he would 
work with me to ensure that his lan
guage does not in any way jeopardize 
the District's Minority Set-Aside Pro
gram. 

Mr. FAUNTROY. Mr. Chairman, I 
am certainly relieved to know that, 
and I am confident that both of the 
gentlemen who have been supportive 
of the principle of home rule through 
the years will protect our Minority 
Contracts Set-Aside Program. 

Mr. Chairman, I insert in the 
RECORD at this point a Washington 
Post editorial, dated July 27, 1985. I 
would like to emphasize from the edi
torial: 

The House Appropriations Committee has 
voted to attach a significant requirement to 
the District's fiscal 1986 appropriations bill. 
It would force the District government to 
award all of its contract through competi
tive bidding. 

This is a serious slap at home rule for the 
District. Congress has gone beyond legiti
mate expressions of concern and decided to 
make its own policy. The decision may 
impair the District's effort to give minority 
firms a better chance to win contracts. 

The same congressional committee decid
ed to make another addition to the appro
priations bill by voting to rename a city 
street after the World War II Swedish hero, 
Raoul Wallenberg. The desire to honor Mr. 
Wallenberg, who is credited with saving 
thousands of Jews and others from Nazi 
concentration camps, is admirable and well
intentioned, but it does not belong in the 
District's appropriations bill. Should Con
gress arbitrarily rename the District's thor
oughfares whenever it desires? 

Mr. Chairman, this is the heart of 
the matter. How many of my col
leagues would be willing to vote for 
legislation which would infringe upon 
cities and counties in their districts? 
Why do it to the District of Columbia? 

I strongly appeal to the members of 
the Appropriations Committee to 
think about home rule and its mean
ing, during the conference with the 
other body. The true meaning and 
intent of home rule must be not only 
confirmed, but enhanced. 

Mr. COUGHLIN. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 2 minutes to my colleague, the 
gentleman from Ohio [Mr. REGULA]. 

Mr. REGULA. I thank the gentle
man for yielding this time and appre
ciate the comments of the gentleman 
from the District of Columbia. I would 
just point out in response to that, as 
you know, we have had discussions 
with the Mayor on the concern about 
this, and hopefully can arrive at some
thing that will result in competitive 
bidding without impinging on any of 
the present standards, and certainly 
on the minority set-aside. 

There is no reason at all that that 
cannot, in fact, it would continue. All 
the language says is the the 35-percent 
minority set-aside would be subjected 
to competitive bidding. I think the 
gentleman would agree with that, be
cause it would allow all of the minori
ty bidders to have an opportunity for 
a piece of the business. 

But in the act creating home rule for 
the District of Columbia, and I quote 
directly from section 501, it says-

Such Federal payment should operate to 
encourage efforts on the part of the govern
ment of the District to maintain and in
crease its level of revenues and to seek such 
efficiencies and economies in the manage
ment of its programs as are possible. 

All we are suggesting here is that 
competitive bidding with the minority 
set-aside will result in achieving econo-

mies and efficiencies in management. 
So that is the objective of this lan
guage. 

Mr. FAUNTROY. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. REGULA. I yield to the gentle
man from the District of Columbia. 

Mr. FAUNTROY. I certainly agree 
with that objective and I am pleased 
to know that the gentleman will be 
protecting the Minority Set-Aside Pro
gram in the conference on this matter. 

Mr. REGULA. I just wanted to add 
one thing. The gentleman quoted a 
part of the editorial from the Wash
ington Post, but I want to read the 
last paragraph. 

Congress should give the city the fullest 
opportunity to eliminate any favoritism and 
wasteful spending. But the argument for 
home rule is strongest when city officials 
take action to deal with their own problems. 
It is weakest, as now, when nothing is done. 

So I think you are suggesting, and I 
am likewise, that we try to get lan
guage that protects minority set
asides, and yet will achieve the econo
mies and efficiencies that were spelled 
out in the original act establishing 
home rule. 

Mr. FAUNTROY. If the gentleman 
would yield, I would like to thank him 
for that colloquy. 

Mr. DIXON. Mr. Chairman, I have 
no further requests for time, and I 
yield back the balance of my time. 

Mr. COUGHLIN. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from 
Arizona [Mr. RUDD]. 

Mr. RUDD. Mr. Chairman, I would 
like to commend the chairman of the 
committee and the ranking member of 
the committee for the effort that they 
have put forth in the production of 
this bill. They have worked long and 
hard. I served on this committee for a 
term, and I know that it is a difficult 
committee from time to time because 
of the political conceptions and mis
conceptions on it. 

But, Mr. Chairman, I oppose this 
legislation, particularly the allocation 
of funds for the D.C. Statehood Com
mission and the Statehood Compact 
Commission. 

In drafting the Constitution, our 
Founding Fathers, in article I, section 
7, gave Congress the power "to exer
cise exclusive legislation in all cases 
whatsoever, over such District • • • as 
may • • • become the seat of the Gov
ernment of the United States." They 
did not intend that the District 
become a State. The intent of our 
Founding Fathers in the Constitution 
is very clear. 

While the District enjoys substantial 
home rule prerogatives, the Congress 
still retains the ultimate responsibility 
for this appropriation and we ought to 
exercise those responsibilities. If state
hood is appropriate for the District of 
Columbia, a city of 630,000 people, 
then it should be appropriate for 
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every other city in the country includ
ing the ninth largest city in the 
Nation, which is practically my home
town, Phoenix, AZ. Can you imagine 
every city of this size having two Sena
tors and a number of Members of Con
gress? 

The legislation, while prohibiting 
the use of Federal funds for abortions 
except in cases of rape, incest, or when 
the life of the mother is in danger, is 
silent with respect to use of other 
funds appropriated in the bill for abor
tions. The American public does not 
want taxpayer funding of abortions, 
and again we ought to use our author
ity to address that concern. 

If the District of Columbia is serious 
about statehood, we ought to drasti
cally reduce the Federal payment in 
this bill, which represents an astonish
ing 23.5 percent of the anticipated 
general revenue local collections. If no 
drastic reduction is made, we ought to 
retain the control that our Founding 
Fathers intended. 

0 1650 
Mr. COUGHLIN. Mr. Chairman, I 

yield 2 minutes to the distinguished 
gentleman from Connecticut [Mr. 
McKINNEY], a member of the author
izing committee. 

Mr. McKINNEY. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise in strong support of H.R. 3067, 
and wish to compliment the members 
of the Appropriation Committee and 
especially the gentleman from Califor
nia [Mr. DIXON], chairman of the Dis
trict of Columbia Subcommittee, and 
the gentleman from Pennsylvania 
[Mr. CouGHLIN], ranking member of 
that subcommittee, for their wisdom 
and leadership in crafting this bill. 

There are a few specific items I wish 
to highlight, but before I do so, I want 
to note that my compliments to the 
members of the Committee on Appro
priations are more than courteous 
rhetoric. As some of my colleagues 
may recall, at the beginning of this 
session of Congress I suggested that 
the budget for the Committee on the 
District of Columbia, of which I am 
the ranking member, be substantially 
reduced and that the House pave the 
way for elimination of the committee 
by the lOOth Congress. It was, and re
mains my opinion that the issues re
maining before the Committee on the 
District of Columbia in our efforts to 
achieve the maximum possible level of 
home rule for the residents of the Dis
trict of Columbia would be more prop
erly and efficiently handled by either 
a new or existing subcommittee on one 
of the current standing committees of 
the House. 

I want to make it very clear that I 
would not be able to make such a 
statement and believe it to be true 
were it not for the leadership which 
has been evident for some years in the 
Appropriations Committee, and more 
specifically, in the Appropriations 

Subcommittee on the District of Co
lumbia. There has been an evolution
ary process taking place in which the 
annual appropriations bill for the Dis
trict addresses certain legislative mat
ters which would, in a perfect world, 
be considered by the authorizing com
mittee. I mention this not to protect 
turf, or in any way to criticize the ef
forts of our colleagues on the Appro
priations Committee. Rather, I note 
this as a change for the better. It has 
been particularly heartening to this 
Member to note that when the D.C. 
appropriations bill does have some leg
islative provisions in the bill, they are 
valid and fully justifiable actions 
which painstakingly preserve the deli
cate balance of home rule. It is my sin
cere hope that the Appropriations 
Committee will continue to exhibit the 
restraint that has been evident in the 
past, and at the same time take the 
necessary action when warranted. 

With regard to the specifics of the 
bill, I would echo the comments al
ready heard with regard to the overall 
funding levels in this bill. The Federal 
funds provided include the full $425 
million authorized as the Federal pay
ment to the city, $30.1 million in reim
bursement for water and sewer serv
ices provided to Federal buildings in 
the city, $52 million as the Federal 
contribution to the police, firefight
ers', teachers', and judges' retirement 
systems, and $25 million as the second 
of six annual payments authorized by 
Public Law 98-621 to assist the Dis
trict in the establishment of a compre
hensive mental health system which 
includes St. Elizabeths Hospital being 
taken over by the local government. 
This brings the total amount of direct 
Federal funding in this bill to $532.2 
million, exactly the amount recom
mended by the President in his budget 
request to Congress for fiscal year 
1986. 

Also included in this bill, but having 
no impact on the Federal budget, is 
approval for the appropriation of $2.7 
billion as the city's operating and cap
ital budget for fiscal year 1986. It is 
worth nothing that the committee has 
made changes in the allocation of this 
$2.7 billion budget of $10,000. I would 
like to repeat that, because I believe it 
says a great deal about the commit
tee's respect for the city's financial 
abilities and it's respect for the princi
ple of home rule. In approving a total 
budget of $2.7 billion, the committee 
has recommended changes of only 
$10,000. 

On a subject which is near and dear 
to the heart of this Member, I would 
note the committee report language 
concerning the city's efforts to elimi
nate the accumulated operating fund 
deficit. On page 51 of the committee 
report, there are two statements 
which I hope the Mayor and the city's 
financial advisers will note. First, the 
committee indicates that it "does not 

believe that the deficit problem should 
be resolved by selling bonds." I could 
not agree more, and I have opposed 
the recurring efforts on the part of 
the city to achieve authorization to 
issue such bonds. The report goes on 
to explain that the issuance of bonds 
would strap the residents of the city 
with a long-term liability which would 
continue for a period of time in excess 
of the time required to eliminate the 
deficit by biting the bullet and budget
ing incremental amounts for this pur
pose. Finally, I am pleased to note the 
statement in the report which makes 
it clear that the committee intends to 
recommend a standard reduction of 
$20 million each year to be used exclu
sively to eliminate the operating fund 
deficit. I sincerely hope these state
ments will put to rest the city's efforts 
to seek authorization for the issuance 
of bonds to finance the deficit, an idea 
which I join my colleagues on the Ap
propriations Committee in opposing. 

In closing, Mr. Chairman, I wish to 
reiterate my support for this bill and 
express in the most sincere manner 
possible, my heartfelt thanks to the 
chairman and ranking member of the 
Subcommittee on the District of Co
lumbia for their efforts in bringing 
this measure to the floor. It is a bill 
which is identical to what the Presi
dent recommended with respect to 
Federal funds, it is virtually identical 
to what the city requested in terms of 
allocating $2.7 billion, and it is wholly 
consistent with the spirit of home rule 
for the residents of the Capital City. 

Mr. COUGHLIN. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 2 minutes to the distinguished 
gentleman from Virginia [Mr. WoLF]. 

Mr. WOLF. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, as a new member of 
the House Appropriations Committee, 
on the District of Columbia Subcom
mittee, I recognize the diligent work 
that the chairman, the gentleman 
from California [Mr. DIXON] subcom
mittee members and staff put into the 
fiscal year 1986 D.C. appropriations 
bill. On the whole it is a very good bill, 
which is why I support it. 

However, as a Member of Congress 
representing the lOth District of Vir
ginia, I was very disappointed that an 
amendment was added to the bill at 
the very last minute with no hearings 
or discussions which would exempt 
Members of Congress who live in 
northern Virginia from paying a per
sonal property tax on their automo
bile. I am particularly disappointed in 
the process that permitted this to 
happen without notifying northern 
Virginia officials in advance and giving 
them an opportunity to testify on the 
effects of this legislation. 

While I am unhappy that the per
sonal property tax amendment is part 
of the overall D.C. appropriation bill, 
there are many other provisions in the 
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bill which I believe are worthy of sup
port which will ultimately benefit 
northern Virginia residents. These 
provisions deal with issues such as the 
District's legal drinking age and we are 
hopeful, Mr. Chairman, that themes
sage will be sent to the District of Co
lumbia that the Congress is on record 
as supporting raising the drinking age 
in the District of Columbia from 18 to 
21. We now have the 18-year-old drink
ing age in the District of Columbia, 21 
years in the State of Maryland and 21 
years in the State of Virginia. As a 
result of that, you are developing a 
blood border around the District of 
Columbia. So we hope that the mes
sage will be delivered to the District 
that it is important that they raise 
their drinking age to 21 so that there 
will be uniform drinking age across 
the board. 

Also, in the legislation there are re
strictions on the expansion of Lorton 
Reformatory. 

Last, it has a requirement that my 
colleague from Maryland, Congress
man STENY HOYER, added for immedi
ate aid to disabled vehicles on District 
of Columbia area bridges during rush 
hour, and efforts to bring major 
league baseball to the District of Co
lumbia. 

So I am supporting the D.C. fiscal 
year 1986 appropriations bill, but must 
voice my deep disappointment that 
the personal property tax exemption 
for Members of Congress was added to 
the bill without considering the local
ities involved. 

Mr. DIXON. Mr. Chairman, I inad
vertently yielded back the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. Chairman, I would ask unani
mous consent that I may reclaim my 
time. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
California? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. DIXON. Mr. Chairman, I re

serve the balance of my time. 
Mr. COUGHLIN. Mr. Chairman, I 

yield 1 minute to the gentleman from 
Virginia [Mr. PARRIS]. 

Mr. PARRIS. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in support of the provision of this bill 
that was inserted by the gentleman 
from Ohio [Mr. REGULA], and I do so 
with the clear understanding of the 
suggestions, or allegations, most of 
which I think are unfounded, as to the 
adverse effect of that provision on the 
existing minority contracting practices 
of the District of Columbia. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise to put into the 
REcORD for the benefit of my col
leagues a portion of the existing Fed
eral law under the Home Rule Act. 
Section 501, title V, of that act reads 
in part as follows: "Such Federal pay
ment", meaning the annual contribu
tion by the Federal Government to 
the District of Columbia, "such Feder
al payments should operate to encour-

age efforts on the part of the govern
ment of the District to maintain and 
increase its level of revenues and to 
seek such efficiencies and economies 
in the management of its programs as 
are possible." 

What that means, Mr. Chairman, is 
that it is a legitimate interest and an 
obligation of this Congress in the use 
and appropriation of the taxpayers' 
funds to help, to assist, to establish 
the opportunity for the District of Co
lumbia to provide with the Federal 
payment the best and most efficient 
government that this city can possibly 
have. That is all of our function, it is 
consistent with all of our earnest 
desire. I think, Mr. Chairman, that the 
provision inserted by the gentleman 
from Ohio [Mr. REGULA] in requiring 
competitive contracting for public con
tracts and services, is a step in that 
and the right direction and therefore 
totally consistent with the provisions 
of the Home Rule Act. It would be my 
hope that this bill would be adopted 
with that provision intact and that the 
conference will see fit to sustain it in 
the final conference version of this 
legislation. 

I thank the gentleman for yielding. 
Mr. LOWERY of California. Mr. 

Chairman, this year is the 40th anni
versary of the disappearance of Raoul 
Wallenberg, one of the greatest heroes 
of our age, as well as the liberation of 
the Nazi death camps. As a way of re
membering this tragic period in 
human history and as a way of honor
ing one of the greatest heroes of the 
Holocaust, the Appropriations Com
mittee has included in the general pro
visions part of the bill, section 132, 
designating a block of 15th Street be
tween Maine Street and Independence 
Avenue as "Raoul Wallenberg Place." 

The portion of 15th Street, South
west, which would be renamed by this 
bill is the site of the future U.S. Holo
caust Memorial Museum. It is bor
dered entirely by Federal property, 
and there are no residences on the 
street. The Bureau of Engraving is lo
cated on the street, but its mailing ad
dress is on 14th Street. Therefore, no 
addresses on the street would be af
fected except that of the the National 
Holocaust Memorial Museum. 

Mr. Chairman, Raoul Wallenberg 
was born in 1912 to a distinguished 
Swedish family. In July 1944, in re
sponse to a request of the World 
Jewish Congress following deportation 
of nearly half a million Hungarian 
Jews to the death camps of Auschwitz 
and Birkenau, he was secretly sent by 
the American Government's War Ref
ugee Board to Budapest as a Swedish 
diplomat. At that time there were still 
250,000 Jews living. in the Budapest 
ghetto, and Wallenberg undertook the 
impossible task of slowing down their 
deportation. 

Working from the Swedish Embassy, 
he organized a rescue staff of several 

hundred Jewish volunteers and de
clared 32 apartment buildings housing 
20,000 Jews to be shelters under the 
protection of the Swedish flag. He 
issued protective Swedish passports to 
approximately 30,000 Jews, providing 
them a degree of immunity from per
secution. He organized the most 
daring and audacious methods for 
saving the lives of Jews-turning up at 
railway stations that served as assem
bly points for transporting the victims 
to death camps and, using his diplo
matic privileges, snatching dozens of 
victims from the trains on the grounds 
that they were under Swedish protec
tion. 

Through his fearless actions, imagi
nation and self-sacrifice, Wallenberg 
and his helpers were able to save the 
lives of 25,000 Jews during the period 
from July 1944 until the middle of 
January 1945. And by inspiring and ca
joling others to play their part in this 
humanitarian work, he was able to 
save about 100,000 Jews from the 
death camps. 

On January 17, 1945, the Soviet 
Army reached the outskirts of Buda
pest, and Raoul Wallenberg was taken 
into Soviet protective custody. He was 
never released. In fact, in 1957 the So
viets announced that Wallenberg had 
died while in a Soviet prison in 
Moscow. The U.S. State Department 
has raised the issue of Wallenberg's 
fate with the Soviets many times, but 
no satisfactory answer has been given. 

Raoul Wallenberg, the "Lost Hero of 
the Holocaust," has become a legend 
to people all over the world. He has 
been nominated for a Nobel Peace 
Prize. Many of you joined our distin
guished colleague, ToM LANTos, in sup
porting legislation in the 97th Con
gress which made him an honorary 
U.S. citizen, thereby allowing the 
United States to petition the Soviet 
Union for a full accounting of his fate. 
Wallenberg is only the second person 
to be awarded this great honor. 

Wallenberg was also named an hon
orary citizen of the District of Colum
bia on October 6, 1981. Mayor Marion 
Barry presided over the ceremony, 
which was attended by Wallenberg's 
sister and others. 

Congressman LANTos, the only survi
vor of the Holocaust to be elected to 
Congress, was born in Budapest, Hun
gary. He was twice sent to Nazi work 
camps during 1944, but escaped and 
survived in Wallenberg's safe houses. 
He worked with Wallenberg and was 
active in the anti-Nazi underground. 

"In History," Congressman LANTos 
has said, "One can find many men 
who have killed 100,000 people. But 
how many have saved 100,000? Renam
ing a portion of 15th Street in honor 
of Wallenberg is a small-but appro
priate-gesture to one of the genuine 
heroes of our age." 
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Mr. Chairman, this measure, is not a 

violation of the concept of home rule. 
First, I must repeat that the street in 
question, which runs along the Wash
ington Tidal Basin Park, is part of the 
Mall and its environs. Not one resident 
of the District of Columbia would be 
directly affected by this change. The 
committee has not somehow arbitrar
ily selected some random street in the 
District-15th Street SW., in front of 
the National Holocaust Museum, was 
carefully selected because it is only 
one block long and consists entirely of 
Federal property. 

Second, there is a clear and obvious 
precedent for this change. Last year 
the District of Columbia appropria
tions bill included language which 
named the area in front of the Soviet 
Embassy as "Andrei Sakharov Plaza." 

In sum, Mr. Chairman, because 
Raoul Wallenberg gave a whole new 
universe of meaning to the word 
"hero" by saving lives of 100,000 Hun
garian Jews, I hope my colleagues will 
support Raoul Wallenberg Place and 
that none of you will seek to delete 
this section of the appropriations bill. 
I firmly believe that it would be an ap
propriate gesture to name the street in 
front of the Holocaust Memorial 
Museum in honor of this great Ameri
can hero. 
e Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in strong support of the provision in 
the District of Columbia appropria
tions bill naming the section of 15th 
Street in front of the Holocaust Me
morial Museum "Raoul Wallenberg 
Place." 

The Holocaust Memorial Museum 
will remind us and future generations 
of the horrors of the Holocaust. But 
the museum is not intended only to 
make us despair at the depths to 
which mankind can sink; it should also 
force us to examine the question of 
how we can prevent future holocausts, 
how we can protect human rights, and 
how we should fight against racism 
and persecution. it is appropriate that 
Raoul Wallenberg be part of this 
memory, because he represents the ul
timate symbol of hope and courage. 

Born to a wealthy Swedish family, 
Wallenberg left the safety of his home 
to go to Budap~st, Hungary, in the 
summer of 1944 on a high-risk mission 
from the American War Refugee 
Board to save tens of thousands of in
nocent children, women, and older 
men. Displaying remarkable courage, 
Wallenberg printed Swedish passports 
and passed them out to thousands of 
Jews. Single-handedly he approached 
deportation trains and literally pulled 
people out of the cattle cars destined 
for extermination camps. He pur
chased or rented dozens of buildings, 
which he then designated Swedish ter
ritory, and filled them with the perse
cuted to protect them from Fascist 
round-up squads. Through his efforts, 
Wallenberg saved an estimated 100,000 

Hungarian Jews from the "final solu
tion." 

Neither I, nor my wife, nor our chil
dren, nor our grandchildren would be 
here today if it were not for Raoul 
Wallenberg. During that whole dark 
nightmare, no one else directly con
fronted Nazi cruelty. No one else had 
the audacity to follow the death 
marches, to jump in front of guns lev
eled at jews, to pull people off depor
tation trains. Raoul Wallenberg not 
only saved 100,000 lives, he saved our 
faith in humanity. 

In retrospect, perhaps Wallenberg's 
greatest contribution is his reminder 
to us of the human dimension of 
human rights. We usually define 
human rights by international treaty: 
the right to emigrate guaranteed by 
the Helsinki Final Act, for example. In 
the best of worlds, international agree
ments alone would ensure all peoples' 
basic human rights. But time and 
again, we are reminded that our world 
is not an ideal one and that the prom
ise of international law must be real
ized through individual action. Thus, 
what we most need are women and 
men motivated by a sense of justice, 
who are willing to risk and to fight in 
order to uphold dignity and respect 
for human life. 

Unfortunately, the violation of 
human rights did not end with the 
crushing of Hitler in 1945. We need a 
Wallenberg today to speak out force
fully on behalf of Soviet refuseniks, 
individuals persecuted by the Soviet 
Government solely because of their re
ligious faith and their desire to emi
grate. We need a Wallenberg to con
front apartheid in South Africa, to 
stand with the black demonstrators, to 
call for Nelson Mandela's release. We 
need a Wallenberg to seek the release 
of peaceful Baha'i prisoners in Iranian 
jails. We need a Wallenberg to secure 
the release of political prisoners
Andrei Sakharov in internal exile in 
the Soviet Union, opponents of the 
military regime in Chile, those who in 
far too many places around the globe 
suffer isolation, loss of liberty, and 
torture for their convictions. 

Wallenberg is the archtype of the 
defender of human rights. His story 
shows that mankind can do more than 
simply survive, that it can nurture and 
protect the weak. He is a model of self· 
less behavior which few attain. The 
knowledge that one man so firmly em
braced human rights as a guiding prin
ciple, however, should encourage us to 
continue in our fight for this goal. 

In history, one can find examples of 
many who have killed 100,000 people. 
But how many have saved 100,000? 
Wallenberg has shown us that one in
dividual-motivated by a genuine and 
personal concern for human rights
can face evil and triumph; that one 
person alone can make a difference. 

Renaming a section of a street is a 
small honor to such a man. N everthe-

less, it is an important symbolic ges
ture, and we must not forget the 
power of symbols.e 
e Mr. CONTE. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
support of H.R. 3067, the District of 
Columbia appropriations bill for fiscal 
year 1986. 

At the outset, I want to commend 
the chairman of the subcommittee, 
JULIAN DIXON and the ranking minori
ty member, LARRY CoUGHLIN, for their 
hard work and dedication. Without 
the usual benefits, Congressmen 
DIXON and COUGHLIN have taken the 
responsibility to the District our Fed
eral seat of Govern:.nent, very serious
ly. With the home rule principle as a 
guide, the subcommittee has effective
ly addressed the special needs of the 
District of Columbia. District residents 
are fortunate to have these gentlemen 
in leadership positions on this subcom
mittee. 

Mr. Chairman, the bill includes Fed
eral funds totaling $532,170,000 for 
fiscal year 1986 which is $1,173,000 
below the fiscal year 1985 level. In
cluded in this amount is a Federal pay
ment of $425 million for fiscal year 
1986 which represents 23.5 percent of 
the anticipated general revenue gener
ated by local collections next year. 
This payment is the same amount as 
appropriated last year. 

In addition to the lump sum Federal 
payment, Federal funds appropriated 
in this bill include $30.1 million for 
water and sewer services furnished to 
the Federal Government, $52 million 
for the Federal contribution to the 
city's three retirement funds, and $25 
million for St. Elizabeths Hospital. 

The payment to the retirement fund 
is the seventh of 25 annual Federal 
payments which will total $1.3 billion 
and will cover a portion of the unfund
ed liability attributed to former Dis
trict employees who retired before 
home rule took effect. As authorized 
by Public Law 98-621, the payment for 
St. Elizabeths Hospital is part of a 6-
year place to transfer administrative 
and financial responsibility from the 
Federal Government to the District of 
Columbia by 1991. 

Mr. Chairman, I am pleased to 
report that the administration fully 
endorses the recommendations in this 
bill. In a letter the committee, the 
Young Slasher, signing in black ink, 
clearly stated that "this bill • • • is 
consistent with the Administration's 
request" and urged approval of the 
legislation in its present form. For the 
RECORD, I will include a copy of the 
OMB letter and the "Statement of ad
ministration Policy" on H.R. 3067. 

I urge my colleagues to support H.R. 
3067. 



' 

July 30, 1985 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD---HOUSE 21529 
EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE 

PRESIDENT, 
OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET, 

Washington, D. C., July 24, 1985. 
Hon. SILVIO CoNTE, 
Committee on Appropriations, U.S. House of 

Representatives, Washington, D.C. 
DEAR SIL: As the House Appropriations 

Committee prepares to mark up the 1986 
District of Columbia Appropriation bill, I 
want to commend the subcommittee for its 
responsible action in keeping with the Ad
ministration's request. 

I hope that when the District of Columbia 
appropriation bill is considered by the full 
committee you will use your influence and 
leadership to help ensure the passage of the 
bill as recommended by the subcommittee. 

Sincerely, 
DAVID A. STOCKMAN, 

Director. 

STATEMENT OF ADMINISTRATION POLICY 

JULY 23, 1985. 
District of Columi.lia Appropriation Bill, 

1986. 
<Sponsor: Dixon <D>, California.> 
This bill as approved by the House Sub

committee is consistent with the Adminis
tration's request. The Administration urges 
the full Appropriations Committee to take 
the Subcommittee recommendations and 
report the bill in its present form. 

STATEMENT OF ADMINISTRATION POLICY 

JULY 29, 1985. 
District of Columbia Appropriation Bill, 

1986. 
<Sponsor: Whitten <D>, Mississippi.) 
This bill as reported by the House Appro

priations Committee is consistent with the 
administration's request. The administra
tion supports floor action to accept the com
mittee recommendations and pP.ss the bill in 
its present form.e 
e Mrs. VUCANOVICH. Mr. Chairman, 
today, I rise in support of the amend
ment which will be offered by the gen
tleman from New Jersey [Mr. SMITH], 
to ensure that section 118 of H.R. 3067 
provide that no public funds may be 
used to kill unborn children in our Na
tion's Capital, and that funds shall be 
used to provide equal care for both the 
mother and her unborn child. 

Some say this is an issue of "home 
rule" where the Congress should only 
be responsible for the use of "Federal" 
funds for abortions in the District and 
the District of Columbia government 
has the prerogative of using "its own 
funds" as it chooses for killing unborn 
children. On the contrary, Pub. L. 93-
198 specifically designates the Con
gress, and each one of its Members 
with the responsibility for the full ap
propriation of all funds for our Na
tion's Capital. 

Section 118 demands revision so that 
taxpayers' money is not used to fund 
the killing of unborn children, and it 
is the special responsibility of this 
body to recognize that fact. If this ap
propriations bill passes without 
amending section 118 we provide the 
District with a "blank check" with 
which to fund abortions. One abortion 
is as tragic as 100, and the some 4,393 
abortions paid by the District from 

funds appropriated by Congress in the 
District of Columbia Appropriations 
Act <as cited from the District of Co
lumbia government statistics note 67 
of July 1984) denies us all any sem
blance of humanity.e 
~ Mr. WEISS. Mr. Chairman, I am in 
strong opposition to H.R. 3067, the 
District of Columbia appropriations 
for fiscal year 1986. 

I do nn.t oppose this bill because of 
any provision recommended by the 
Appropriations Subcommittee on the 
District of Columbia, which carefully 
crafted a bipartisan bill that meets the 
needs of the District of Cohi!nbia 
without exceeding the President's 
funding request. In fact, the subcom
mittee was specifically commended by 
outgoing Budget Director David Stock
man for its "responsible action" in 
drafting this bill. 

Rather, I am opposed to the bill be
cause of the adoption of a grossly irre
sponsible amendment which would 
prohibit the use of any public funds 
for abortions in t-he District. 

This amendment is both wrong in 
substance and wrong in procedure. It 
is a further attack on the fundamental 
right of women to control their own 
bodies. But, unlike many other such 
attacks which have been undertaken 
in the House of Representatives, it is 
an underhanded attack that exploits 
the continued power of the House over 
the District of Columbia's purse to 
achieve highly objectionable goals. 

The sponsor of this amendment was 
apologetic about offering yet another 
amendment on a subject with which 
many Members are weary. He was re
ferring to the floor fights that have 
surrounded the attachment of anti
abortion riders to a variety of Federal 
health care programs and benefits 
packages. As a result of these amend
ments, congressional opponents of 
abortion rights have limited access to 
legal abortion services for those who 
receive health care services or health 
insurance benefits through the Feder
al Government. 

Abortion is legal, and the vast ma
jority of Americans want it kept that 
way. But those who approved these 
limiting amendments ignore the na
tional mandate for safe and accessible 
abortion services. As a result of their 
repeated attacks, D.C. residents, along 
with Medicaid recipients, native Amer
icans, Peace Corps volunteers, military 
employees, and Federal employees are 
already subject to significant restric
tions on their right to have an abor
tion. 

The current amendment goes even 
further, however. Not content to re
strict the use of Federal funds for 
abortions, the amendment would re
strict the use of all public funds for 
this purpose. This means that the Dis
trict, which has courageously commit
ted a portion of the funds that it 
raises independently of the Federal 

Government to poor women who are 
seeking abortions, will no longer be 
able to do so. Moreover, this will app~y 
to all abortions performed in the Dis
trict, with no exception for cases uf 
rape, incest, or life endangerment. 

Not only does this amendment fly in 
the face of public opinion, not only 
does it deny a fundamental right to a 
class of American citizens who are in 
most cases incapable of fighting back 
for financial or other reasons, but it 
would prohibit a jurisdiction of this 
Nation from employing its own funds 
for the purposes which it sees fit. It 
represents an unwarranted and inde
fensible Federal intrusion both into 
th~ local affairs of our Capital City 
and into the private lives of American 
citizens. 

The District of Columbia deserves to 
be reimbursed for the responsibilities 
it assumes for the revenue losses and 
costs associated with the Dist;.·ict's role 
as the Nation's Capital. The bill pre
pared by the subcommittee would 
have accomplished this in a rational 
and appropriate manner. But the re
strictions on the fundamental right to 
safe and legal abortions that were 
added to this bill go far beyond any 
such restrictions adopted in the past. 
They are wrong and they must be re
jected. I urge my colleagues to join me 
in defeating this bill.e 

Mr. COUGHLIN. Mr. Chairman, I 
have no further requests for time and 
I yield back the balance of my time. 

Mr. DIXON. Mr. Chairman, I have 
no further requests for time and I 
yield back the balance of my time. 

The CHAIRMAN. All time has ex
pired. 

Mr. DIXON. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that the bill be 
considered as read, printed in the 
RECORD, and open to amendment at 
any point. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
California? 

There was no objection. 
The text of the bill H.R. 3067, is as 

follows: 
E.R. 3067 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 
Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That the 
following sums are appropriated, out of any 
money in the Treasury not otherwise appro
priated, for the District of Columbia for the 
fiscal year ending September 30, 1986, and 
for other purposes, namely: 

FEDERAL PAYMENT TO THE DISTRICT OF 
COLUMBIA 

For payment to the District of Columbia 
for the fiscal year ending September 30, 
1986, $425,000,000, as authorized by the Dis
trict of Columbia Self-Government and 
Governmental Reorganization Act, Public 
Law 93-198, as amended <D.C. Code, sec. 47-
3406>: Provided, That none of these funds 
shall be made available to the District of 
Columbia until the number of full-time uni
formed officers in permanent positions in 
the Metropolitan Police Department is at 
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least 3,880, excluding any such officer ap
pointed after August 19, 1982, under qualifi
cation standards other than those in effect 
on such date. 

For payment to the District of Columbia 
for the fiscal year ending September 30, 
1986, in lieu of reimbursement for charges 
for water and water services and sanitary 
sewer services furnished to facilities of the 
United States Government, $30,100,000, as 
authorized by the Act of May 18, 1954, as 
amended <D.C. Code, sees. 43-1552 and 43-
1612>. 

For the Federal contribution to the Police 
Officers and Fire Fighters', Teachers' and 
Judges' Retirement Funds as authorized by 
the District of Columbia Retirement 
Reform Act, approved November 17, 1979 
(93 Stat. 866; Public Law 96-122), 
$52,070,000. 

TRANSITIONAL PAYMENT FOR SAINT 
ELIZABETHS HOSPITAL 

For a Federal contribution to the District 
of Columbia, as authorized by the Saint 
Elizabeths Hospital and District of Colum
bia Mental Health Services Act, approved 
November 8, 1984 (98 Stat. 3369; Public Law 
98-621), $25,000,000. 

DIVISION OF EXPENSES 

The following amounts are appropriated 
for the District of Columbia for the current 
fiscal year out of the general fund of the 
District of Columbia, except as otherwise 
specifically provided. 

GOVERNMENTAL DIRECTION AND SUPPORT 

Governmental direction and support, 
$99,342,000: Provided, That not to exceed 
$2,500 for the Mayor, $2,500 for the Chair
man of the Council of the District of Co
lumbia, and $2,500 for the City Administra
tor shall be available from this appropria
tion for expenditures for official purposes: 
Provided further, That any program fees 
collected from the issuance of debt shall be 
available for the payment of expenses of 
the debt management program of the Dis
trict of Columbia: Provided further, That 
not less than $320,000 shall be used by the 
Office of Personnel exclusively for the ad
ministration of programs for the training of 
District of Columbia government employ
ees: Provided further, That notwithstanding 
any other provision of law, there is hereby 
appropriated $3,480,000 to pay legal, man
agement, investment, and other fees and ad
ministrative expenses of the District of Co
lumbia Retirement Board, of which $700,000 
shall be derived from the general fund and 
not to exceed $2,780,000 shall be derived 
from the earnings of the applicable retire
ment funds: Provided further, That the Dis
trict of Columbia Retirement Board shall 
provide to the Congress and the Council of 
the District of Columbia a quarterly report 
of the allocations of charges by fund and of 
expenditures of all funds: Provided further, 
That the District of Columbia Retirement 
Board shall provide the Mayor for transmit
tal to the Council of the District of Colum
bia an item accounting of the planned use 
of appropriated funds in time for each 
annual budget submission and the actual 
use of such funds in time for each annual 
audited financial report: Provided further, 
That of the $100,000 appropriated for fiscal 
year 1986 for Admission to Statehood, 
$50,000 shall be for the Statehood Commis
sion and $50,000 shall be for the Statehood 
Compact Commission. 

ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT AND REGULATION 

Economic development and regulation, 
$99,525,000: Provided, That the District of 

. 

Columbia Housing Finance Agency, estab
lished by section 201 of the District of Co
lumbia Housing Finance Agency Act, effec
tive March 3, 1979 <D.C. Law 2-135; D.C. 
Code, sec. 45-2111>, based upon its capabil
ity of repayments as determined each year 
by the Council of the District of Columbia 
from the Agency's annual audited financial 
statements to the Council of the District of 
Columbia, shall repay to the general fund 
an amount equal to the appropriated admin
istrative costs plus interest at a rate of four 
percent per annum for a term of 15 years, 
with a deferral of payments for the first 
three years: Provided further, That notwith
standing the foregoing provision, the obliga
tion to repay all or part of the amounts due 
shall be subject to the rights of the holders 
of any bonds or notes issued by the Agency 
and shall be repaid to the District of Colum
bia only from available operating revenues 
of the Agency that are in excess of the 
amounts required for debt service, reserve 
funds, and operating expenses: Provided 
further, That upon commencement of the 
debt service payments, such payments shall 
be deposited into the general fund of the 
District of Columbia: Provided further, That 
the Director of the Department of Housing 
and Community Development shall report 
every six months to the Council of the Dis
trict of Columbia on collections of rent from 
public housing stock. 

Pm!LIC SAFETY AND JUSTICE 

Public safety and justice, including pur
chase of not to exceed 135 passenger-carry
ing vehicles for replacement only <including 
130 for police-type use and five for fire-type 
use> and four additional passenger-carrying 
vehicles for fire-type use without regard to 
the general purchase price limitation for 
the current fiscal year, $535,416,000, of 
which $3,339,000 shall be payable from the 
revenue sharing trust fund: Provided, That 
the Metropolitan Police Department is au
thorized to replace not to exceed 25 passen
ger-carrying vehicles, and the Fire Depart
ment is authorized to replace not to exceed 
five passenger-carrying vehicles, annually 
whenever the cost of repair to any damaged 
vehicle exceeds three-fourths of the cost of 
the replacement: Provided further, That not 
to exceed $320,000 shall be available from 
this appropriation for the Chief of Police 
for the prevention and detection of crime: 
Provided further, That notwithstanding any 
other provisions of law, in the case of each 
employee who retired from the Fire Depart
ment of the District of Columbia before 
February 15, 1980, and who is receiving on 
the date of the enactment of this Act an an
nuity based on service in the Fire Depart
ment, the District of Columbia Retirement 
Board shall cause to be paid not later than 
September 30, 1985, to each such employee 
a lump-sum payment equal to three percent 
of his or her annuity: Provided further, 
That funds appropriated for expenses under 
the District of Columbia Criminal Justice 
Act, approved September 3, 1974 (88 Stat. 
1090; Public Law 93-412; D.C. Code, sec. 11-
2601 et seq.), for the fiscal year ending Sep
tember 30, 1986, shall be available for obli
gations incurred under that Act in each 
fiscal year since inception in fiscal year 
1975: Provided further, That funds appropri
ated for expenses under the District of Co
lumbia Neglect Representation Equity Act 
of 1984, effective March 13, 1985 <D.C. Law 
5-129; D.C. Code, sec. 16-2304), for the fiscal 
year ending September 30, 1986, shall be 
available for obligations incurred under that 
Act in each fiscal year since inception in 
fiscal year 1985: Provided further, That 

$50,000 of any appropriation available to 
the District of Columbia may be used to 
match financial contributions from the De
partment of Defense to the District of Co
lumbia Office of Emergency Preparedness 
for the purchase of civil defense equipment 
and supplies approved by the Department 
of Defense, when authorized by the Mayor: 
Provided further, That not to exceed $1,500 
for the Chief Judge of the District of Co
lumbia Court of Appeals, $1,500 for the 
Chief Judge of the Superior Court of the 
District of Columbia, and $1,500 for the Ex
ecutive Officer of the District of Columbia 
Courts shall be available from this appro
priation for official purposes: Provided fur
ther, That D.C. Code, sec. 11-1732<d>, is 
amended by striking out "1985" and insert
ing in lieu thereof "1986". 

PmiLIC EDUCATION SYSTEM 

Public education system, including the de
velopment of national defense education 
programs, $515,005,000, of which $6,000,000 
shall be payable from the revenue sharing 
trust fund, to be allocated as follows: 
$359,500,000 for the public schools of the 
District of Columbia; $70,905,000 for the 
District of Columbia Teachers' Retirement 
Fund; $67,715,000 for the University of the 
District of Columbia; $15,002,000 for the 
Public Library; $1,673,000 for the Commis
sion on the Arts and Humanities; and 
$210,000 for the Educational Institution Li
censure Commission: Provided, That the 
public schools of the District of Columbia 
are authorized to accept not to exceed 31 
motor vehicles for exclusive use in the 
driver education program: Provided further, 
That not to exceed $2,500 for the Superin
tendent of Schools, $2,500 for the President 
of the University of the District of Colum
bia, and $2,000 for the Public Librarian 
shall be available from this appropriation 
for expenditures for official purposes: Pro
vided further, That this appropriation shall 
not be available to subsidize the education 
of nonresidents of the District of Columbia 
at the University of the District of Colum
bia, unless the Board of Trustees of the Uni
versity of the District of Columbia adopts, 
for the fiscal year ending September 30, 
1986, a tuition rate schedule which will es
tablish the tuition rate for nonresident stu
dents at a level no lower than the nonresi
dent tuition rate charged at comparable 
public institutions of higher education in 
the metropolitan area. 

HUMAN SUPPORT SERVICES 

Human support services, $614,347,000, of 
which $5,857,000 shall be payable from the 
revenue sharing trust fund: Provided, That 
the inpatient rate <excluding the propor
tionate share for repairs and construction> 
for services rendered by Saint Elizabeths 
Hospital for patient care shall be at the per 
diem rate established pursuant to section 2 
of an Act to authorize certain expenditures 
from the appropriation of Saint Elizabeths 
Hospital, and for other purposes, approved 
August 4, 1947 <61 Stat. 751; Public Law 80-
353; 24 U.S.C. 168(a)): Provided further, 
That total funds paid by the District of Co
lumbia as reimbursements for operating 
costs of Saint Elizabeths Hospital, including 
any District of Columbia payments <but ex
cluding the Federal matching share of pay
ments> associated with title XIX of the 
Social Security Act, approved July 30, 1965 
<79 Stat. 343; Public Law 89-97; 42 U.S.C. 
1396 et seq.), shall not exceed $62,970,000: 
Provided further, That $11,000,000 of this 
appropriation, to remain available until ex
pended, shall be available solely for District 

. 
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of Columbia employees' disability compen
sation. 

PuBLIC WORKS 

Public works, including rental of one pas
senger-carrying vehicle for use by the 
Mayor and three passenger-carrying vehi
cles for use by the Council of the District of 
Columbia and purchase of passenger-carry
ing vehicles for replacement only, 
$193,741,000, of which $2,500,000 shall be 
payable from the revenue sharing trust 
fund and not to exceed $4,000,000 shall be 
available for the School Transit Subsidy: 
Provided, That this appropriation shall not 
be available for collecting ashes or miscella
neous refuse from hotels and places of busi
ness or from apartment houses with four or 
more apartments, or from any building or 
connected group of buildings operating as a 
rooming or boarding house as defined in the 
housing regulations of the District of Co
lumbia. 

WASHINGTON CONVENTION CENTER FuND 

For the Washington Convention Center 
Fund, $8,371,000: Provided, That the Con
vention Center Board of Directors, estab
lished by section 3 of the Washington Con
vention Center Management Act of 1979, ef
fective November 3, 1979 <D.C. Law 3-36; 
D.C. Code, sec. 9-602), shall reimburse the 
Auditor of the District of Columbia for all 
reasonable costs for performance of the 
annual convention center audit. 

REPAYMENT OF LoANS AND INTEREST 

For reimbursement to the United States 
of funds loaned in compliance with an Act 
to provide for the establishment of a 
modern, adequate, and efficient hospital 
center in the District of Columbia, approved 
August 7, 1946 (60 Stat. 896; Public Law 79-
648>; the Departments of Labor, and Health, 
Education and Welfare Appropriation Act 
of 1955, approved July 2, 1954 (68 Stat. 443; 
Public Law 83-472>; section 1 of an Act to 
authorize the Commissioners of the District 
of Columbia to borrow funds for capital im
provement programs and to amend provi
sions of law relating to Federal Government 
participation in meeting costs of maintain
ing the Nation's Capital City, approved 
June 6, 1958 <72 Stat. 183; Public Law 85-
451; D.C. Code, sec. 9-219>; section 4 of an 
Act to authorize the Commissioners of the 
District of Columbia to plan, construct, op
erate, and maintain a sanitary sewer to con
nect the Dulles International Airport with 
the District of Columbia system, approved 
June 12, 1960 <74 Stat. 211; Public Law 86-
515>; and section 723 of the District of Co
lumbia Self-Government and Governmental 
Reorganization Act, approved December 24, 
1973 <87 Stat. 821; Public Law 93-198; D.C. 
Code, sec. 47-321, note>; and section 743(f) 
of the District of Columbia Self-Govern
ment and Governmental Reorganization 
Act, approved October 13, 1977 <91 Stat. 
1156; Public Law 95-131; D.C. Code, sec. 9-
219, note), including interest as required 
thereby, $198,409,000. 

REPAYMENT OF GENERAL FuND DEFICIT 

For the purpose of eliminating the cash 
portion of the $269,860,000 general fund ac
cumulated deficit as of September 30, 1984, 
$20,000,000, of which not less than 
$15,000,000 shall be funded and apportioned 
by the Mayor from amounts otherwise avail
able to the District of Columbia government 
(including amounts appropriated by this Act 
or revenues otherwise available, or both) . 

. 

SHORT-TERM BORROWINGS 
For the purpose of funding interest relat

ed to borrowing funds for short-term cash 
needs, $3,750,000. 

CAPITAL 0UTLA Y 
For construction projects, $229,148,000, as 

authorized by an Act authorizing the laying 
of water mains and service sewers in the 
District of Columbia, the levying of assess
ments therefor, and for other purposes, ap
proved April 22, 1904 (33 Stat. 244; Public 
Law 58-140; D.C. Code, sees. 43-1512 to 43-
1519>; the District of Columbia Public 
Works Act of 1954, approved May 18, 1954 
(68 Stat. 101; Public Law 83-364); an Act to 
authorize the Commissioners of the District 
of Columbia to borrow funds for capital im
provement programs and to amend provi
sions of law relating to Federal Government 
participation in meeting costs of maintain
ing the Nation's Capital City, approved 
June 6, 1958 <72 Stat. 183; Public Law 85-
451; D.C. Code, sees. 9-219 and 47-3402); sec
tion 3(g) of the District of Columbia Motor 
Vehicle Parking Facility Act of 1942, ap
proved August 20, 1958 <72 Stat. 686; Public 
Law 85-692; D.C. Code, sec. 40-805<7»; and 
the National Capital Transportation Act of 
1969, approved December 9, 1969 <83 Stat. 
320; Public Law 91-143; D.C. Code, sees. 1-
2451, 1-2452, 1-2454, 1-2456, and 1-2457); in
cluding acquisition of sites, preparation of 
plans and specifications, conducting prelimi
nary surveys, erection of structures, includ
ing building improvement and alteration 
and treatment of grounds, to remain avail
able until expended: Provided, That 
$14,591,000 shall be available for project 
management and $11,239,000 for design by 
the Director of the Department of Public 
Works or by contract for architectural engi
neering services, as may be determined by 
the Mayor, and that the funds for use of 
each capital project implementing agency 
shall be managed and controlled in accord
ance with all procedures and limitations es
tablished under the Financial Management 
System: Provided further, That all such 
funds shall be available only for the specific 
projects and purposes intended: Provided 
further, That notwithstanding the forego
ing, all authorizations for capital outlay 
projects, except those projects covered by 
the first sentence of section 23<a> of the 
Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1968, approved 
August 23, 1968 (82 Stat. 827; Public Law 
90-495; D.C. Code, sec. 7-134, note), for 
which funds are provided by this appropria
tion title, shall expire on September 30, 
1987, except authorizations for projects as 
to which funds have been obligated in whole 
or in part prior to September 30, 1987: Pro
vided further, That upon expiration of any 
such project authorization the funds provid
ed herein for the project shall lapse. 

WATER AND SEWER ENTERPRISE FuND 

For the Water and Sewer Enterprise 
Fund, $162,987,000, of which $31,065,000 
shall be apportioned and payable to the 
debt service fund for repayment of loans 
and interest incurred for capital improve
ment projects. 

For construction projects, $19,635,000, as 
authorized by an Act authorizing the laying 
of water mains and service sewers in the 
District of Columbia, the levying of assess
ments therefor, and for other purposes, ap
proved April 22, 1904 (33 Stat. 244; D.C. 
Code, sec. 43-1512 et seq.): Provided, That 
the requirements and restrictions which are 
applicable to general fund capital improve
ment projects and which are set forth in 
this Act under the Capital Outlay appro-

priation title shall apply to projects ap
proved under this appropriation title. 
LoTTERY AND CHARITABLE GAMES ENTERPRISE 

FuND 

For the Lottery and Charitable Games 
Enterprise Fund established by the District 
of Columbia Appropriation Act for fiscal 
year 1982, approved December 4, 1981 (95 
Stat. 1174, 1175, Public Law 97-91, as 
amended), for the purpose of implementing 
the Law to Legalize Lotteries, Daily Num
bers Games, and Bingo and Raffles for 
Charitable Purposes in the District of Co
lumbia, effective March 10, 1981 <D.C. Law 
3-172; D.C. Code, sees. 2-2501 et seq. and 22-
1516 et seq.), $4,151,000, to be derived from 
non-Federal District of Columbia revenues: 
Provided, That the District of Columbia 
shall identify the sources of funding for this 
appropriation title from its own locally-gen
erated revenues: Provided further, That no 
revenues from Federal sources shall be used 
to support the operations or activities of the 
Lottery and Charitable Games Control 
Board. 

CABLE TELEviSION ENTERPRISE FuND 
For the Cable Television Enterprise Fund 

established by the Cable Television Commu
nications Act of 1981, effective October 22, 
1983 <D.C. Law 5-36; D.C. Code, sec. 43-1801 
et seq.), $250,000. 

GENERAL PROVISIONS 
SEc. 101. The expenditure of any appro

priation under this Act for any consulting 
service through procurement contract, pur
suant to 5 U.S.C. 3109, shall be limited to 
those contracts where such expenditures 
are a matter of public record and available 
for public inspection, except where other
wise provided under existing law, or under 
existing Executive order issued pursuant to 
existing law. 

SEc. 102. Except as otherwise provided in 
this Act, all vouchers covering expenditures 
of appropriations contained in this Act shall 
be audited before payment by the designat
ed certifying official and the vouchers as ap
proved shall be paid by checks issued by the 
designated disbursing official. 

SEc. 103. Whenever in this Act an amount 
is specified within an appropriation for par
ticular purposes or objects of expenditure, 
such amount, unless otherwise specified, 
shall be considered as the maximum 
amount which may be expended for said 
purpose or object rather than an amount 
set apart exclusively therefor, except for 
those funds and programs for the Metropol
itan Police Department under the heading 
"Public Safety and Justice" which shall be 
considered as the amounts set apart exclu
sively for and shall be expended solely by 
that Department; and the appropriation 
under the heading "Repayment of General 
Fund Deficit" which shall be considered as 
the amount set apart exclusively for and 
shall be expended solely for that purpose. 

SEc. 104. Appropriations in this Act shall 
be available, when authorized by the Mayor, 
for allowances for privately owned automo
biles and motorcycles used for the perform
ance of official duties at rates established 
by the Mayor: Provided, That such rates 
shall not exceed the maximum prevailing 
rates for such vehicles as prescribed in the 
Federal Property Management Regulations 
101-7 <Federal Travel Regulations>. 

SEc. 105. Appropriations in this Act shall 
be available for expenses of travel and for 
the payment of dues of organizations con
cerned with the work of the District of Co
lumbia government, when authorized by the 
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Mayor: Provided, That the Council of the 
District of Columbia and the District of Co
lumbia Courts may expend such funds with
out authorization by the Mayor. 

SEc. 106. Appropriations in this Act shall 
not be used for or in connection with the 
preparation, issuance, publication, or en
forcement of any regulation or order of the 
Public Service Commission requiring the in
stallation of meters in taxicabs, or for or in 
connection with the licensing of any vehicle 
to be operated as a taxicab except for oper
ation in accordance with such system of uni
form zones and rates and regulations appli
cable thereto as shall have been prescribed 
by the Public Service Commission. 

SEc. 107. There are appropriated from the 
applicable funds of the District of Columbia 
such sums as may be necessary for making 
refunds and for the payment of judgments 
that have been entered against the District 
of Columbia government: Provided, That 
nothing contajned in this section shall be 
construed as modifying or affecting the pro
visions of section 11<c><3> of title XII of the 
District of Columbia Income and Franchise 
Tax Act of 1947, approved March 31, 1956 
<70 Stat. 78; Public Law 84-460; D.C. Code, 
sec. 47-1812.1l<c)(3)). 

SEc. 108. Appropriations in this Act shall 
be available for the payment of public as
sistance without reference to the require
ment of section 544 of the District of Co
lumbia Public Assistance Act of 1982, effec
tive April 6, 1982 <D.C. Law 4-101; D.C Code, 
sec. 3-205<b)), and for the non-Federal share 
of funds necessary to qualify for Federal as
sistance under the Juvenile Delinquency 
Pi·evention and Control Act of 1968, ap
proved J.U.y 31, 1968 <82 Stat. 462; Public 
Law 90-445; 42 U.S.C. 3801 et seq.). 

SEC. 109. No part of any appropriation 
contained in this Act shall remain available 
for obligation beyond the current fiscal year 
unless expressly so provided herein. 

SEC. 110. Not to exceed 41h per centum of 
the total of all funds appropriated by this 
Act for personal compensation may be used 
to pay the cost of overtime or temporary po
sitions. 

SEc. 111. Appropriations in this Act shall 
not be available, during the fiscal year 
ending September 30, 1986, for the compen
sation of any person appointed to a perma
nent position in the District of Columbia 
government during any month in which the 
number of employees exceeds 32,082, the 
number of positions authorized by this Act. 

SEC. 112. No funds appropriated in this 
Act for the District of Columbia govern
ment for the operation of educational insti
tutions, the compensation of personnel, or 
for other educational purposes may be used 
to permit, encourage, facilitate, or further 
partisan political activities. Nothing herein 
is intended to prohibit the availability of 
school buildings for the use of any commu
nity or partisan P·Jlitical group during non
school hours. 

SEc. 113. The annual budget for the Dis
trict of Columbia government for the fiscal 
year ending September 30, 1987, shall be 
transmitted to the Congress by no later 
than April 15, 1986. 

SEc. 114. None of the funds appropriated 
in this Act shall be made available to pay 
the salary of any employee of the District of 
Columbia government whose name, title, 
grade, salary, past work experience, and 
salary history are not available for inspec
tion by the House and Senate Committees 
on Appropriations, the House Committee on 
the District of Columbia, the Subcommittee 
on Governmental Efficiency and the Dis-

trict of Columbia of the Senate Committee 
on Governmental Affairs and the Council of 
the District of Columbia or their duly au
thorized representative. 

SEc. 115. There are appropriated from the 
applicable funds of the District of Columbia 
such sums as may be necessary for making 
payments authorized by the District of Co
lumbia Revenue Recovery Act of 1977, ef
fective September 23, 1977 <D.C. Law 2-20; 
D.C. Code, sec. 47-421 et seq.). 

SEc. 116. None of the funds contained in 
this Act shall be made available to pay the 
salary of any employee of the District of Co
lumbia government whose name and salary 
are not available for public inspection. 

SEc. 117. No part of this appropriation 
shall be used for publicity or propaganda 
purposes or implementation of any policy 
including boycott designed to support or 
defeat legislation pending before Congress 
or any State legislature. 

SEc. 118. None of the Federal funds pro
vided in this Act shall be used to perform 
abortions except where the life of the 
mother would be endangered if the fetus 
were carried to term; or except for such 
medical procedures necessary for the vic
tims of rape or incest, when such rape or 
incest has been reported promptly to a law 
enforcement agency or public health serv
ice. Nor are payments prohibited for drugs 
or devices to prevent implantation of the 
fertilized ovum, or for medical procedures 
necessary for the termination of an ectopic 
pregnancy. 

SEc. 119. At the start of the fiscal year, 
the Mayor shall develop an annual plan, by 
quarter and by project, for capital outlay 
borrowings: Provided, That within a reason
able time after the close of each quarter, 
the Mayor shall report to the Council of the 
District of Columbia and the Congress the 
actual borrowing and spending progress 
compared with projections. 

SEc. 120. The Mayor shall not borrow any 
funds for capital projects unless he has ob
tained prior approval from the Council of 
the District of Columbia, by resolution, 
identifying the projects and amounts to be 
financed with such borrowings. 

SEc. 121. The Mayor shall not expend any 
moneys borrowed for capital projects for 
the operating expenses of the District of Co
lumbia government. 

SEc. 122. None of the funds appropriated 
in this Act may be used for the implementa
tion of a personnel lottery with respect to 
the hiring of fire fighters or police officers. 

SEc. 123. None of the funds appropriated 
by this Act may be obligated or expended by 
reprogramming except pursuant to advance 
approval of the reprogramming granted ac
cording to the procedure set forth in the 
Joint Explanatory Statement of the Com
mittee of Conference <House Report No. 96-
443 > which accompanied the District of Co
lumbia Appropriation Act, 1980, approved 
October 30, 1979 <93 Stat. 713; Public Law 
96-93>, as modified in House Report No. 98-
265, and in accordance with the Reprogram
ming Policy Act of 1980, effective Septem
ber 16, 1980 <D.C. Law 3-100; D.C. Code, sec. 
47-361 et seq.>. 

SEc. 124. None of the Federal funds pro
vided in this Act shall be obligated or ex
pended to provide a personal cook, chauf
feur, or other personal servants to any offi
cer or employee of the District of Columbia. 

SEc. 125. None of the Federal funds pro
vided in this Act shall be obligated or ex
pended to procure passenger automobiles as 
defined in the Automobile Fuel Efficiency 
Act of 1980, approved October 10, 1980 <94 

Stat. 1824; Public Law 96-425; 15 U.S.C. 
2001<2)), with an Environmental Protection 
Agency estimated miles per gallon average 
of less than 22 miles per gallon: Provided, 
That this section shall not apply to security, 
emergency rescue, or armored vehicles. 

SEc. 126. <a> Notwithstanding section 
422(7) of the District of Columbia Self-Gov
ernment and Governmental Reorganization 
Act, approved December 24, 1973 (87 Stat. 
790; Public Law 93-198; D.C. Code, sec. 1-
242<7», the City Administrator shall be 
paid, during any fiscal year, a salary at a 
rate established by the Mayor, not to exceed 
the rate established for level IV of the Exec
utive Schedule under 5 U.S.C. 5315. 

<b> For purposes of applying any provision 
of law limiting the availability of funds for 
payment of salary or pay in any fiscal year, 
the highest rate of pay established by the 
Mayor under subsection <a> for any position 
for any period during the last quarter of cal
endar year 1985 shall be deemed to be the 
rate of pay payable for that position for 
September 30, 1985. 

<c> Notwithstanding section 4<a> of the 
District of Columbia Redevelopment Act of 
1945, approved August 2, 1946 <60 Stat. 793; 
Public Law 79-592; D.C. Code, sec. 5-803<a», 
the Board of Directors of the District of Co
lumbia Redevelopment Land Agency shall 
be paid, during any fiscal year, a per diem 
compensation at a rate established by the 
Mayor. 

SEC. 127. Notwithstanding any other pro
visions of law, the provisions of the District 
of Columbia Government Comprehensive 
Merit Personnel Act of 1978, effective 
March 3, 1979 <D.C. Law 2-139; D.C. Code, 
sec. 1-601.1 et seq.), enacted pursuant to sec
tion 422(3) of the District of Columbia Self
Government and Governmental Reorganiza
tion Act, approved December 24, 1973 (87 
Stat. 790; Public Law 93-198; D.C. Code, sec. 
1-242(3)), shall apply with respect to the 
compensation of District of Columbia em
ployees: Provided, That for pay purposes, 
employees of the District of Columbia gov
ernment shall not be subject to the provi
sions of title 5 of the United States Code. 

SEc. 128. None of the funds appropriated 
by this Act may be used to transport any 
output of the municipal waste system of the 
District of Columbia for disposal at any 
public or private landfill located in any 
State, excepting currently utilized landfills 
in Maryland and Virginia, until the appro
priate State agency has issued the required 
permits. 

SEc. 129. The Director of the Department 
of Administrative Services may·pay rentals 
and repair, alter, and improve rented prem
ises, without regard to the provisions of sec
tion 322 of the Economy Act of 1932 <Public 
Law 72-212; 40 U.S.C. 278a>. upon a determi
nation by the Director, that by reason of 
circumstances set forth in such determina
tion, the payment of these rents and the 
execution of this work, without reference to 
the limitations of section 322, is advanta
geous to the District in terms of economy, 
efficiency and the District's best interest. 

SEc. 130. The Public Service Commission 
is hereby authorized to order and to ap
prove the deregulation of streetlighting 
service to the District of Columbia as pro
vided in its opinion and order in Formal 
Case No. 813, dated July 12, 1984 <Order No. 
8056), notwithstanding the provisions of sec
tion 493<a> of the District of Columbia Self
Government and Governmental Reorganiza
tion Act, approved December 24, 1973 <87 
Stat. 811; Public Law 93-198; D.C. Code, sec. 
43-402), section 8, paragraph 2 of an Act 
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making appropriations to provide for the 
expenses of the government of the District 
of Columbia for the fiscal year ending June 
thirtieth, nineteen hundred and fourteen, 
and for other purposes, approved March 4, 
1913 (37 Stat. 977; Public Law 67-435; D.C. 
Code, sec. 43-501), and section 1 of an Act 
making appropriations to provide for the 
expenses of the government of the District 
of Columbia for the fiscal year ending June 
thirtieth, nineteen hundred, and for other 
purposes, approved March 3, 1899 (30 Stat. 
1053; D.C. Code, sec. 43-1207): Provided, 
That the provisions of this opinion and 
order regarding deregulation of streetlight
ing service are hereby ratified and declared 
to be in effect as of July 12, 1984, and shall 
continue to be in effect until revoked or re
scinded. 

SEc. 131. <a> No State, or political subdivi
sion thereof, in which a Member of Con
gress maintains a place of abode for pur
poses of attending sessions of Congress may 
impose a personal property tax with respect 
to the motor vehicle owned by such Member 
<or by the spouse of such Member> that is 
used for purposes of attending sessions of 
Congress unless such Member represents 
such State or a district in such State. 

<b> For purposes of this section-
(!) the term "Member of Congress" in

cludes the delegates from the District of Co
lumbia, Guam, and the Virgin Islands, and 
the Resident Commissioner from Puerto 
Rico; 

<2> the term "State" includes the District 
of Columbia; and 

<3> the term "personal property tax" 
means any tax imposed on an annual basis 
and levied on, with respect to, or measured 
by, the market value or assessed value of an 
item of personal property. 

<c> This section shall apply to all taxable 
periods beginning on or after January 1, 
1985. 

SEC. 132. The portion of 15th Street, 
Southwest, Washington, District of Colum
bia, located between Maine and Independ
ence Avenues shall hereafter be known and 
designated as "Raoul Wallenberg Place". 
Any law, regulation, map, document, or 
other record of the United States and the 
District of Columbia which refers to that 
portion of such street shall be deemed to 
refer to "Raoul Wallenberg Place". 

SEc. 133. The expenditure of any appro
priation under this Act for any contract 
shall be limited to those contracts awarded 
on a competitive basis. 

This Act may be cited as the "District of 
Columbia Appropriation Act, 1986". 

The CHAIRMAN. Are there any 
points of order against the bill? 

Are there any amendments to the 
bill? 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. SMITH OF NEW 
JERSEY 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. 
Chairman, I offer an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. SMITH of New 

Jersey: Page 20, line 9, strike out "Federal". 
Page 20, line 12, strike out the semicolon 

and all that follows through line 18 before 
the period. 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey <during 
the reading). Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that the amend
ment be considered as read and print
ed in the RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
New Jersey? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. 

Chairman and Members of this 
body-

Mr. DIXON. Mr. Chairman, I want" 
to reserve a point of order on the 
amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman's 
point of order is reserved. 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. 
Chairman, I had already begun speak
ing on the amendment so I would sug
gest--

Mr. DIXON. Mr. Chairman, I was on 
my feet. My mike was not on. I indi
cated that I wanted to reserve a point 
of order. I interrupted because I did 
not know whether the Chair had 
heard me or not. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from California [Mr. DIXON] was on 
his feet. The Chair agrees with the 
gentleman. The point of order is re
served. 

The gentleman from New Jersey 
[Mr. SMITH] is recognized for 5 min
utes in support of the amendment. 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. 
Chairman, I know that many Members 
of this body are growing weary of 
abortion floor fights. But I would sug
gest that what we do here today may 
indeed result in some now nameless, 
voiceless child-perhaps many chil
dren-being given a chance to live. 

That, in and of itself, m?..kes any in
convenience wholly worthwhile. 

I would point out to members of the 
committee that in 1983 there were 
11,775 abortions for D.C. residents. Of 
that number, approximately 40 per
cent were paid for with Government 
funds-with funds appropriated by 
this Congress in the D.C. Appropria
tions Act. In other words, in 1983, 
4,393 lives were snuffed out with 
public funding right here in the Dis
trict. My amendment would bar abor
tion payments except to save the life 
of the mother. 

I know the prochoice lobby here on 
the Hill gets mighty uncomfortable 
when faced with the horror of abor
tion, or with the humanity of the 
child in the womb, or with the increas
ingly apparent fact that abortion ex
ploits women. But reality isn't 
changed or altered one iota because 
someone wishes it away or refuses to 
face it. 

Mr. Chairman, abortion methods are 
gruesome and ugly to consider. Yet it 
is a sad fact, that there are some in 
this Chamber who have yet to careful
ly examine and scrutinize the methods 
of abortion. If we are being asked to 
pay for it, is it too much to ask what 
we are paying for? 

Mr. Chairman, the carnage un
leashed on American society by the 
1973 Supreme Court abortion deci
sions is unparalleled in U.S. history. 

Every 20 seconds of every day, little 
children at 8 weeks, 12 weeks, 16 
weeks, 24 weeks gestation and beyond, 
right up until birth, are savagely deci
mated by the abortionist. The modern 
day abortionist has several highly effi
cient abortion methods at his disposal. 
The horror of the deed, however, has 
been mitigated by the clean, antiseptic 
environs in which abortions are pro
cured. 

For some, abortion is merely an
other medical procedure. But is it? 

I suggest my colleagues look closer 
at just a few of these procedures. In 
many early abortions, a loop-shaped 
knife attached to a high powered suc
tion device rips and shreds the unsus
pecting child to pieces. The body parts 
are then vacuumed into a bottle and 
disposed of. This is euphemistically re
ferred to as vacuum aspiration. 

In the dilation and curatage and di
lation and evacuation abortion, the 
child is cut, sliced ~,d carved by a sur
geon's scalpel without even the benefit 
of anesthesia. One of the most fright
ening jobs required of assisting nurses 
is to make a full and thorough ac
counting of all body parts in a D&C 
and D&E abortion. I have seen docu
mented pictures of children who have 
been killed this way-decapitated, rib
cages split open, arms and legs a pa
thetic jumble-and I came away sick 
to my stomach. And believe me, I mar
veled then and now that some Mem
bers of this body could deny the homi
cidal nature of abortion and go on to 
even assert that the extermination of 
the unborn can somehow be portrayed 
and construed to be enlightened, pro
gressive policy? 

In saline abortions, Mr. Chairman, 
usually done in the second trimester, 
the unborn baby has his or her life 
purposely snuffed out by an overdose 
of injected saltwater. 

A baby terminated this way dies a 
very slow, excruciating painful death. 
After the salt is injected by a hypoder
mic needle into the infant's amniotic 
sac, the child breaths in the fluid and 
gets sick. The salt burns the outer 
layer of skin on the child. Internally, 
the baby's bloodstream carries the 
poison to his or her brain, nervous 
system and vital organs. After a 1%- to 
2-hour futile struggle, the baby usual
ly dies. A day or two later, the mother 
goes into labor and gives birth to a 
baby whose appearance resembles a 
first degree burn victim. 

Are saline abortions enlightened 
social policy that a prudent Congress 
wishes to fund? Hardly. Hardly, I say 
to my colleagues. 

Still another method of abortion, 
Mr. Chairman, is the so-called hyster
otomy abortion-a method not unlike 
a C-section. As a matter of fact the 
only difference between the hysteroto
my and C-section is the fate of the 
child. In a C-section, the child is cared 
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for, nurtured, fed, kept warm and, 
hopefully, loved. In a hysterotomy 
abortion, after the umbilical cord is 
cut, the baby is tossed in a bucket or 
pan-like garbage-let to die. There 
have been literally thousands of these 
abortions in the United States. A sig
nificant number of children who sur
vive abortion were the results of this 
method. 

Mr. Chairman, it seems increasingly 
absurd to this Member that Members 
of this body can unashamedly embrace 
and champion the right to multilate 
and kill unborn children like this-and 
then demand that we pay for it. 

It seems increasingly absurd to this 
Member that the opposition utterly 
fails to appreciate the marvelous 
breakthroughs in the diagnosis and 
treatment of the unborn. In every 
pregnancy, there are two patients to 
be cared for, mother and child. I 
prefer to think, Mr. Chairman, that it 
is out of ignorance of the facts rather 
than by design. 

Mr. Chairman, there are some Mem
bers who may argue here today that 
this Congress should look the other 
way-let the Congress continue to au
thorize payment for the killing of 
unborn children in the District of Co
lumbia. It's an issue of "home rule" 
they say. That's baloney. 

When I offered my amendment to 
proscribe abortion coverage 2 years 
ago to Federal employees under the 
FEHB, the argument advanced against 
my amendment was that this is an em
ployee benefit issue-not an abortion 
funding issue. The Congress wisely 
saw through that smokescreen and 
adopted my amendment which is cur
rent law and was again adopted earlier 
today as part of the Treasury Postal 
appropriations bill. 

When Mr. HYDE of Illinois offered 
the Hyde amendment, critics charged 
that this was an issue of benefits for 
the poor-not an abortion funding 
issue. The Congress wisely saw 
through that smokescreen and adopt
ed the Hyde amendment. 

Today, we are again being told that 
this is not an abortion funding issue, 
but now the excuse is, that the issue is 
home rule. 

Mr. Chairman and members of the 
committee, even on its face, home rule 
is not absolute. In years past, certain 
States and locales have argued home 
rule or States rights to defend slavery, 
and when slavery was outlawed, home 
rule was advanced to defend segrega
tion and other forms of racism. Other 
countries use home rule to defend 
apartheid, discrimination against 
Soviet Jews, or forced abortion in the 
People's Republic of China. Home rule 
is clearly not persuasive as an argu
ment to defend these human rights 
abuses nor is it persuasive in defend
ing abortion funding. 

Moreover, I would submit to my col
leagues that in numerous other as-

pects of public policy, Congress condi
tions or limits funding to include some 
activity or to exclude others. We do it 
in environmental policy, we do it in 
our efforts to end race discrimination, 
we do it to end sex discrimination, we 
even do it to pressure States to raise 
their drinking age to 21. 

Even H.R. 3067, the bill before us 
today, limits the D.C. Government in 
making its own decisions under "home 
rule" in matters relating to overtime, 
temporary position, ceilings on sala
ries, lobbying, the borrowing of funds, 
and the hiring and firing of fire and 
police officers. Earlier in the debate, 
Mr. FAUNTROY objected to other viola
tions of home rule including the desig
nation of a part of 15th Street as 
Raoul Wallenberg Place and the 
awarding of contracts by competitive 
bidding. 

So the argument that the issue 
before us today is not abortion but 
"home rule" is weak. It is misleading 
and is clearly not persuasive. 

I strongly urge passage of my 
amendment. 

POINT OF ORDER 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentle
man from California insist on his 
point of order? 

Mr. DIXON. Yes, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. Chairman, I make a point of 

order against the amendment. The 
amendment is a nonlegislative limita
tion to a general appropriation bill. 
Under the revised clause 2, rule XXI, 
such amendments are not in order 
during the reading of a general appro
priation bill. 

The chairman is advised that the 
rule states: "Except as provided in 
paragraph (d), no amendment shall be 
in order during consideration of a gen
eral appropriation bill proposing a lim
itation not specifically contained or 
authorized in existing law for that 
period of the limitation." 

Mr. Chairman, the gentleman's 
amendment is a limitation and is not 
specifically contained or authorized in 
existing law, and therefore is in viola
tion of clause 2 of rule XXI. 

What the gentleman is trying to do 
is, by striking the word "federal," he 
in fact broadens the limitation. 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. 
Chairman, if I may be heard on the 
point of order, if the gentleman does 
insist on his point of order, I plan on 
offering another amendment, which 
would be a straight limitation that 
would say no funds provided by this 
act or appropriated by this act shall be 
used to pay for abortions, period. And 
I certainly hope, since the amendment 
I offer contains the life of the mother 
exception, that the chairman will not 
go forward with his point of order. 

Mr. DIXON. Mr. Chairman, I insist 
on my point of order. 

The CHAIRMAN <Mr. HERTEL of 
Michigan). The Chair is prepared to 
rule. 

The Chair must rule that the 
amendment in effect constitutes or 
creates a new limitation and therefore 
can only be offered if the House de
feats the motion to rise. 

Are there any amendments in order 
under--

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. 
Chairman, may I be recognized? 

Mr. DIXON. Mr. Chairman, may I 
be recognized? 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog
nizes the gentleman from California 
[Mr. DIXON]. 

Mr. DIXON. Mr. Chairman, I 
move--

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. 
Chairman, I was on my feet. I have an 
amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from California [Mr. DIXON] has been 
recognized. 

Mr. DIXON. Mr. Chairman, I move 
that the committee do now rise and 
report the bill back to the House with 
the recommendation that the bill do 
pass. 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. 
Chairman, I am on my feet. 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentle
man offer an amendment at this time? 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. SMITH OF NEW 
JERSEY 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. 
Chairman, I offer an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. SMITH of New 

Jersey: On page 20 strike out line 9 through 
line 18 and insert in lieu thereof the follow
ing: 

"SEc. 118. None of the funds provided in 
this Act shall be used to perform abortions." 

Mr. DIXON. Mr. Chairman, I re
serve a point of order against the 
amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from California [Mr. DIXON] reserves 
a point of order on the amendment. 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield back the balance of 
my time and urge adoption of the 
amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentle
man from California [Mr. DIXON] 
insist on his point of order? 

Mr. DIXON. Yes, Mr. Chairman, I 
insist on my point of order. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from California is recognized on his 
point of order. 

POINT OF ORDER 

Mr. DIXON. Mr. Chairman, I make 
the point of order against the amend
ment that the amendment is a nonleg
islative limitation to a general appro
priation bill, and under the revised 
clause 2, rule XXI, such amendments 
are not in order during the reading of 
a general bill. 

Mr. Chairman, the revised rule 
states in part, and I have indicated 
before: "Except as provided in para
graph (d), no amendment shall be in 
order during consideration of a gener-

. 
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al appropriation bill proposing a limi
tation not specifically contained or au
thorized in existing law for the period 
of the limitation." 

Once, again, Mr. Chairman, the gen
tleman's amendment is a limitation 
and is not specifically contained or au
thorized in existing law, and therefore 
is in violation of clause 2(c) of rule 
XXI. 

I ask for the ruling of the Chair. 
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 

from New Jersey [Mr. SMITH] is recog
nized. 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. 
Chairman, I believe this is just a 
straight, no-limitation amendment and 
I do hope it is in keeping with previous 
amendments offered on this floor, in
cluding the Hyde amendment, includ
ing the amendments of the Federal 
Employees Health Benefits Program. 

When an objection was raised to lan
guage in the bill, it had no life-of-the
mother exception unfortunately, 
which I will seek to put back in; but I 
urge that the rule will sustain my posi
tion. 

The CHAIRMAN. <Mr. HERTEL of 
Michigan). The Chair rules that the 
motion to rise takes precedence over 
the amendment. 

Mr. DIXON. Mr. Chairman, I move 
that the committee do now rise and 
report the bill back to the House, with 
the recommendation that the bill do 
pass. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the motion offered by the gentleman 
from California [Mr. DIXON]. 

The question was taken; and the 
Chairman announced that the ayes 
appeared to have it. 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. 
Chairman, I demand a recorded vote, 
and pending that I make the point of 
order that a quorum is not present. 

The CHAffiMAN. Evidently a 
quorum is not present. Pursuant to 
the provision of clause 2 of rule 
XXIII, the Chair announces that he 
will reduce to a minimum of 5 minutes 
the period of time within which a vote 
by electronic device, if ordered, will be 
taken on the pending question follow
ing the quorum call. Members will 
record their presence by electronic 
device. 

The call was taken by electronic 
device. 

The following Members responded 
to their names: 

Ackerman 
Addabbo 
Akaka 
Alexander 
Anderson 
Andrews 
Annunzio 
Anthony 
Applegate 
Archer 
Armey 
Atkins 
AuCoin 
Badham 

[Roll No. 271J 
Barnard 
Barnes 
Bartlett 
Barton 
Bateman 
Bates 
Bedell 
Beilenson 
Bennett 
Bentley 
Bereuter 
Berman 
Bevill 
Biaggi 

Bilirakis 
Bliley 
Boehlert 
Boggs 
Boland 
Boner<TN> 
Bonior<MI> 
Bonker 
Borski 
Bosco 
Boucher 
Boxer 
Breaux 
Brooks 

Broomfield 
Brown <CA> 
Brown<CO) 
Broyhill 
Bruce 
Bryant 
Burton<CA> 
Burton <IN> 
Bustamante 
Byron 
Callahan 
Campbell 
Carper 
Carr 
Chandler 
Chappell 
Chapple 
Cheney 
Clay 
Clinger 
Coats 
Cobey 
Coble 
Coelho 
Coleman <MO> 
Coleman <TX> 
Collins 
Combest 
Conte 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Coughlin 
Courter 
Coyne 
Craig 
Crane 
Crockett 
Daniel 
Dannemeyer 
Darden 
Daschle 
Daub 
Davis 
de la Garza 
DeLay 
Dellums 
Derrick 
De Wine 
Dickinson 
Dicks 
Ding ell 
DioGuardi 
Dixon 
Donnelly 
Dorgan <ND> 
Dowdy 
Downey 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Durbin 
Dwyer 
Dymally 
Dyson 
Early 
Eckart<OH> 
Eckert <NY> 
Edgar 
Edwards <CA> 
Edwards <OK> 
Emerson 
English 
Erdreich 
Evans <IA> 
Evans <IL> 
Fascell 
Fa well 
Fazio 
Feighan 
Fields 
Fish 
Flippo 
Florio 
Foglletta 
Foley 
Ford <MD 
Ford<TN) 
Fowler 
Frank 
Franklin 
Frenzel 
Frost 
Fuqua 
Gallo 
Garcia 
Gaydos 
Gejdenson 

Gekas McCandless 
Gephardt McCloskey 
Gibbons McCollum 
Gilman McCurdy 
Gingrich McDade 
Glickman McEwen 
Gonzalez McKernan 
Goodling McKinney 
Gradison McMillan 
Gray <IL> Meyers 
Green Mica 
Greg.g Michel 
Grotberg Mikulski 
Guarini Miller <CA> 
Gunderson Miller <OH> 
Hall <OH> Miller <WA> 
Hall, Ralph Mineta 
Hamilton Mitchell 
Hammerschmidt Moakley 
Hansen Molinari 
Hartnett Mollohan 
Hatcher Monson 
Hawkins Montgomery 
Hayes Moody 
Heftel Moore 
Hendon Moorhead 
Henry Morrison <CT> 
Hertel Morrison <WA> 
Hiler Mrazek 
Hillis Murphy 
Holt Murtha 
Hopkins Myers 
Horton Natcher 
Howard Neal 
Hoyer Nelson 
Hubbard Nichols 
Huckaby Nielson 
Hughes Nowak 
Hunter O 'Brien 
Hutto Oakar 
Hyde Oberstar 
Ireland Obey 
Jacobs Olin 
Jeffords Ortiz 
Johnson Owens 
Jones <NC> Oxley 
Jones <OK> Packard 
Jones <TN> Panetta 
Kanjorski Parris 
Kaptur Pashayan 
Kasich Pease 
Kastenmeier Penny 
Kennelly Pepper 
Kildee Perkins 
Kindness Petri 
Kleczka Pickle 
Kolbe Porter 
Kolter Price 
Kostmayer Pursell 
Kramer Quillen 
LaFalce Rahall 
Lagomarsino Rangel 
Lantos Ray 
Latta Regula 
Leath <TX> Reid 
Lehman <CA> Richardson 
Lehman <FL> Ridge 
Leland Rinaldo 
Lent Ritter 
Levin <MI> Roberts 
Levine <CA> Robinson 
Lewis <CA> Rodino 
Lewis <FL> Roe 
Lightfoot Roemer 
Lipinski Rogers 
Livingston Rose 
Lloyd Rostenkowski 
Long Roth 
Lott Roukema 
Lowery <CA> Rowland <CT> 
Lowry <WA> Rowland <GA> 
Lujan Roybal 
Luken Rudd 
Lungren Russo 
Mack Sabo 
MacKay Savage 
Madigan Saxton 
Manton Schaefer 
Markey Scheuer 
Marlenee Schneider 
Martin <IL> Schroeder 
Martinez Schuette 
Matsui Schulze 
Mavroules Schumer 
Mazzoli Seiberling 
McCain Sensenbrenner 

Sharp 
Shaw 
Shelby 
Shumway 
Shuster 
Sikorski 
Siljander 
Sisisky 
Skeen 
Skelton 
Slattery 
Slaughter 
Smith <FL> 
Smith <IA> 
Smith <NE> 
Smith <NH> 
Smith <NJ> 
Smith, Denny 
Smith, Robert 
Snowe 
Snyder 
Solarz 
Solomon 
Spence 
Spratt 
StGermain 
Staggers 
Stallings 

Stangeland 
Stark 
Stenholm 
Stokes 
Strang 
Stratton 
Studds 
Stump 
Sundquist 
Swift 
Swindall 
Synar 
Tallon 
Tauke 
Taylor 
Thomas<CA> 
Thomas<GA> 
Torres 
Towns 
Traficant 
Traxler 
Udall 
Valentine 
VanderJagt 
Vento 
Visclosky 
Volkmer 
Vucanovich 
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Walgren 
Walker 
Watkins 
Waxman 
Weaver 
Weber 
Weiss 
Wheat 
Whitehurst 
Whitley 
Whittaker 
Whitten 
Wilson 
Wirth 
Wise 
Wolf 
Wolpe 
Wortley 
Wright 
Wyden 
Wylie 
Yates 
Yatron 
Young<AK> 
Young<FL> 
Young<MO> 
Zschau 

The CHAIRMAN. Four hundred 
thirteen Members have answered to 
their names, a quorum is present, and 
the Committee will resume its busi
ness. 

RECORDED VOTE 

The CHAIRMAN. The pending busi
ness is the demand of the gentleman 
from New Jersey [Mr. SMITH] for are
corded vote on the motion to rise. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic 

device, and there-ayes 172, noes 244, 
not voting 17 as follows: 

Ackerman 
Addabbo 
Akaka 
Alexander 
Anderson 
Andrews 
Anthony 
Atkins 
AuCoin 
Barnes 
Bates 
Bedell 
Beilenson 
Bennett 
Berman 
Boehlert 
Bonker 
Bosco 
Boucher 
Boxer 
Brooks 
Brown <CA> 
Bryant 
Burton<CA> 
Bustamante 
Carper 
Carr 
Chandler 
Clay 
Coleman <TX> 
Collins 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Coyne 
Crockett 
Daschle 
Dellums 
Derrick 
Dickinson 
Dicks 
Ding ell 
Dixon 
Downey 
Dwyer 

[Roll No. 272] 
AYES-172 

Dymally 
Early 
Eckart<OH> 
Edgar 
Edwards <CA> 
Erdreich 
Evans <IL> 
Fascell 
Fa well 
Fazio 
Feighan 
Florio 
Foglietta 
Foley 
Ford <MI> 
Ford <TN> 
Fowler 
Frank 
Frenzel 
Frost 
Gallo 
Garcia 
Gejdenson 
Gekas 
Gibbons 
Gilman 
Glickman 
Gonzalez 
Green 
Guarini 
Hatcher 
Hawkins 
Hayes 
Hettel 
Horton 
Howard 
Hoyer 
Hughes 
Jacobs 
Jeffords 
Johnson 
Jones <NC> 
Jones <OK> 
Kastenmeier 

Kennelly 
Kostmayer 
Lantos 
Lehman<CA> 
Lehman<FL> 
Leland 
Levin <MD 
Levine <CA> 
Lowry<WA> 
MacKay 
Markey 
Martin <IL> 
Martinez 
Matsui 
McCurdy 
McHugh 
McKernan 
McKinney 
Meyers 
Mikulski 
M1ller<CA> 
Miller<WA> 
Min eta 
Mitchell 
Moody 
Morrison <CT> 
Morrison <WA> 
Mrazek 
Neal 
Oakar 
Obey 
Olin 
Owens 
Panetta 
Pease 
Pickle 
Pursell 
Rangel 
Richardson 
Rodino 
Roe 
Rose 
Roukema 
Rowland <GA> 

•. 
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Roybal 
Sabo 
Savage 
Scheuer 
Schneider 
Schroeder 
Schumer 
Seiberling 
Sharp 
Sisisky 
Smith <FL> 
Smith <IA> 
Snowe 
Solarz 

Annunzio 
Applegate 
Archer 
Armey 
Asp in 
Badham 
Barnard 
Bartlett 
Barton 
Bateman 
Bentley 
Bereuter 
Bevill 
Biaggi 
Bllirakis 
Bllley 
Boggs 
Boland 
Boner<TN> 
Bonior <MI> 
Borski 
Breaux 
Broomfield 
Brown<CO> 
Broyhill 
Bruce 
Burton <IN> 
Byron 
Callahan 
Campbell 
Chappell 
Chapp!~ 
Cheney 
Clinger 
Coats 
Cobey 
Coble 
Coleman <MO> 
Combest 
Conte 
Coughlin 
Courter 
Craig 
Crane 
Daniel 
Dannemeyer 
Darden 
Daub 
Davis 
de la Garza 
DeLay 
De Wine 
DioGuardi 
Donnelly 
Dorgan<ND> 
Dornan<CA> 
Dowdy 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Durbin 
Dyson 
Eckert <NY> 
Edwards <OK> 
Emerson 
English 
Evans <IA> 
Fields 
Fish 
Flippo 
Franklin 
Fuqua 
Gaydos 
Gephardt 
Gingrich 
Goodling 
Gradison 
Gray <IL> 
Gregg 
Grotberg 
Gunderson 
Hall <OH> 
Hall, Ralph 

Spratt 
Staggers 
Stark 
Stokes 
Studds 
Swift 
Synar 
Thomas<GA> 
Torres 
Towns 
Traficant 
Udall 
Visclosky 
Walgren 

NOES-244 
Hamilton 
Hansen 
Hartnett 
Hendon 
Henry 
Hertel 
Hiler 
Hillis 
Holt 
Hopkins 
Hubbard 
Huckaby 
Hunter 
Hutto 
Hyde 
Ireland 
Jones <TN> 
KanJorski 
Kaptur 
Kasich 
Kemp 
Kildee 
Kindness 
Kleczk.a 
Kolbe 
Kolter 
Kramer 
IAF'alce 
Lagomarsino 
Latta 
Leach <IA> 
Leath <TX> 
Lent 
Lewis <CA> 
Lewis <FL> 
Lightfoot 
Lipinski 
Livingston 
IJoyd 
Long 
Lott 
Lowery<CA> 
Lujan 
Luken 
Lungren 
Mack 
Madigan 
Manton 
Marlenee 
Mavroules 
Ma220li 
McCain 
McCandless 
McCloskey 
McCollum 
McDt.de 
McEwen 
McGrath 
McMillan 
Mica 
Michel 
Miller <OH> 
Moakley 
Molinari 
Mollohan 
Monson 
Montgomery 
Moore 
Moorhead 
Murphy 
Murtha 
Myers 
Natcher 
Nelson 
Nichols 
Nielson 
Nowak 
O'Brien 
Oberstar 
Ortiz 
Oxley 
Packard 
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Watkins 
Waxman 
Weaver 
Weiss 
Wheat 
Whitley 
Wilson 
Wirth 
Wise 
Wolpe 
Wyden 
Yates 

Parris 
Pashayan 
Penny 
Pepper 
Perkins 
Petri 
Porter 
Price 
Quillen 
Rahall 
Ray 
Regula 
Reid 
Ridge 
Rinaldo 
Ritter 
Rvberts 
Robinson 
Roemer 
Rogers 
Rostenkowski 
Roth 
Rowland <CT> 
Rudd 
Russo 
Saxton 
Schaefer 
Schuette 
Schulze 
Sensenbrenner 
Shaw 
Shelby 
Shumway 
Shuster 
Sikorski 
Siljander 
Skeen 
Skelton 
Slattery 
Slaughter 
Smith<NE> 
Smith<NH> 
Smith<NJ) 
Smith, Denny 
Smith, Robert 
Snyder 
Solomon 
Spence 
StGermain 
Stallings 
Stangeland 
Stenholm 
Strang 
Stratton 
Stump 
Sundquist 
Swindall 
Tallon 
Tauke 
Taylor 
Thomas<CA> 
Traxler 
Valentine 
VanderJagt 
Vento 
Volkmer 
Vucanovich 
Walker 
Weber 
Whitehurst 
Whittaker 
Whitten 
Wolf 
Wortley 
Wylie 
Yatron 
Young<AK> 
Young<FL> 
Young<MO> 
Zschau 

Boulter 
Carney 
Coelho 
Fiedler 
Gordon 
Gray <?A> 

NOTVOTING-17 
Hammerschmidt Sweeney 
Hefner Tauzin 
Jenkins Torricelli 
Loeffler Williams 
Lundine Wright 
Martin <NY) 

0 1730 
Mr. TALLON changed his vote from 

"aye" to "no." 
Mr. MILLER of Washington 

changed his vote from "no" to "aye." 
So the motion was rejected. 
The result of the vote was an

nounced as above recorded. 
The CHAIRMAN. Pending is an 

amendment offered by the gentleman 
from New Jersey [Mr. SMITH]. 

The Clerk will reread the amend
ment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. SMITH of New 

Jersey: O:n page 20 strike out line 9 through 
line 18 and insert in lieu thereof the follow
ing: 

"SEc. 118. None of the funds provided in 
this act shall be used to perform abortions." 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog
nizes the gentleman from California 
[Mr. DIXON]. 

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY 

Mr. DIXON. Mr. Chairman, I have a 
parliamentary inquiry. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
will state it. 

Mr. DIXON. Mr. Chairman, should 
not the maker of the amendment be 
recognized first on his amendment? 

The CHAffiMAN. The maker of the 
amendment yielded back the balance 
of his time. 

Mr. DIXON. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
opposition to the amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, let me first point out 
where we are parliamentarywise. 

The gentleman from New Jersey of
fered two ru~..~.endments to the bill 
which would restrict the right of the 
District government to use its own lo
cally generated revenues to pay for 
abortions. Under the House rules, I of
fered a motion that the committee 
rise. The House has obviously defeated 
that motion and now we are consider
ing the amendment itself. 

Let me read to you, first of all, the 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from New Jersey. I want eve::.·yone to 
hear this amendment. We. as a House. 
faced an identical amendment in Sep
tember 1980. and defeated the amend
ment. The gentleman•s amendment 
reads: 

None of the funds provided in this act 
shall be used to perform abortions. 

0 1749 
Whose funds are in this act? There 

are $2.2 billion of District funds. What 
are District funds? They are funds 
raised froni sales taxes. property 
taxes, and other taxes and fines and 
fees raised and collected in the Dis
trict of Columbia. 

Then there are Federal funds. Basi
cally, there are four categories of Fed
eral funds. The largest is the Federal 
payment which totals $425 million. 

Most of you would ask, what is the 
state of the law at the present time as 
it relates to abortions in the District of 
Columbia? The law in the District of 
Columbia, which has been in effect 
since 1980, states that "none of the 
Federal funds" -let me say that 
again-"none of the Federal funds 
provided in this act shall be used to 
perform abortions except where the 
life of the mother would be endan
gered if the fetus were carried to 
term"; that is one exception. 

The second exception applies to vic
tims of rape or incest when such rape 
or incest has been reported promptly 
to a law enforcement agency or the 
Public Health Service. And there is 
also an exception for ectopic pregnan
cies, which are generally known as 
tubal pregnancies, and one would 
argue that such pregnancies endanger 
the life of the mother. 

What the gentleman from New 
Jersey [Mr. SMITH] has offered here is 
an amendment that under the circum
stances could not be offered in any of 
your cities or any of your States be
cause it would prohibit people from 
using their own State or local reve
nues, or whatever revenues would be 
available to them, for abortions. It is a 
unique situation that the District of 
Columbia must come to this House in 
order to spend its own local revenues, 
and be told how to spend those reve
nues. 

This amendment would say that 
"you the people of the District of Co
lumbia, cannot even use your own 
money, if you so desire, for abortion 
purposes." This has nothing to do 
with the religious or moral feelings of 
people about abortion. This does have 
something to do with telling District 
residents that they cannot use the 
funds they raise from taxes and fees, 
for abortions of any kind, not if a 
woman has been raped, not if there is 
a case of incest. not for an ectopic 
pregnancy, not even to save the life of 
a mother. We in this House are saying 
"under no circumstances can you use 
any money." 

Now. think about that. The gentle
man from New Jersey [Mr. SMITH] 
could not do this in. the New Jersey 
State Legislature. My good colleague, 
the gentleman from California [Mr. 
DoRNAN], could not do this in the 
State of California. 

As I mentioned a moment ago, this 
House faced this saine issue in 1980, 
and we had the courage, notwithstand
ing the political momentum on this 
issue, to say that this is not an abor
tion issue; this is an issue dealing with 
the right of the citizens of the District 
of Columbia to take their own 
money-and let me emphasize this is 

,. 
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their own locally raised revenues-and 
make some judgments on it. We are 
not the city council. And we are not 
the mayor. If we could do this across 
the board, for all cities, all States, and 
all municipalities, then there might
there just might-be some justifica
tion for it. 

So we should not feel good going 
home tonight knowing that we are 
doing to the District of Columbia 
something we could not do to any 
other city, State, or municipality in 
the country, and that is to disallow 
the people of the District to use their 
own tax dollars for an abortion to save 
the life of a mother, or where some 
young lady has been raped, or where 
there is a case of incest, or where the 
pregnancy does not lie in the womb 
but lies in the tube. 

So no matter how you feel about 
abortion, have the courage at least to 
allow the people of the District of Co
lumbia to make the decision for them
selves. The Supreme Court has al
ready ruled on abortion. Now let us 
have the courage and dignity to allow 
the people here in this District of Co
lumbia to make their own decision as 
to what they do with their money. 

Mr. DORNAN of California. Mr. 
Chairman, I move to strike the last 
word. 

Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the case 
that my good friend from California 
[Mr. DrxoNl has made for'home rule, 
but there is a paramount issue h€re 
that transcends any legal niceties over 
how the District of Columbia spends 
those Federal dollars that we appro
priate for them in this House. 

In 1976, when I had won a primary 
in California, I came back to one of 
th~ seminars that both of our parties 
give to primary victors, and as I was 
driving to National Airport-and I re
member the exact spot where I passed 
the Washington Monument-! had the 
news on the radio and I heard the fol
lowing announcement: That for the 
first time in the history of this city or 
any major American city there were 
more abortions than there were live 
births. And this has persisted. This 
death toll has continued for the last 8 
years, and I am sure it will be the 
same this year. 

With our Federal dollars appropri
ated out of this House and with the 
last vote confirming that most of our 
Members identify with the prolife po
sition, not the right-to-abortion posi
tion, we funded-just with our Federal 
dollars-4,393 abortions of the over 
11,000 that took place; there were 
barely over 9,000 live births. 

Now, when the number of abortions 
in the Nation's Capital exceeds the 
number of live births, this does 
become the business of this House. I 
was hissed in this Chamber by a very 
few Members when I merely restated 
what the leader of one of the world's 
great religions had said on our Mall on 

October 7, 1979. The next day we were 
in session this issue came up. And I 
merely said that Pope John Paul II 
had asked people throughout the 
world to stand up for life. 

On June 21 of this year, right here 
on Capitol Hill in the Hyatt Regency, 
at the prolife meeting of groups from 
all around the country, a Nobel Prize 
winner, Mother Teresa, spoke, and she 
pleaded very poignantly-and please 
understand how these words hit some 
Members-that what we do to the 
unborn we do to Jesus Christ himself. 

Many Members in this House feel 
this issue so deeply that we feel we are 
taking unborn, preborn, human life 
with an immortal soul deigned into ex
istence by God. 

Now, I respect those Members who 
feel, for scientific reasons or their own 
philosophical reasons-! assume that 
many of them also believe in God
that there is not life until either 
quickening or until some moment 
when a doctor pats the behind of a 
little child and the lungs first aspirate. 
I respect that belief. There are some 
Members that I have trouble respect
ing their positions, where they slide 
back and forth-and there are many of 
them-or they will take a position con
sistent with what is being said in their 
districts or they will take a poll to 
make up their minds. But I respect the 
position of those of you who feel very 
strongly about the right of women to 
control their own bodies, even if there 
is a separate life with a separate IQ, 
either higher or lower, even a differ
ent racial orientation, which can be 
possible, different hair, different sex, 
and different blood. 

In Lyons, France, last year, all of the 
blood was removed from a fetus even 
before quickening and replaced with 
different blood. What medical science 
is doing is precisely what the Presi
dent told us on the Ellipse on January 
22 of this year, that medical science is 
racing ahead. 

I noticed, when our Vice President, 
whose position is evolving-that is his 
word-pointed out that over 15 million 
children, what some of us believe are 
preborn human beings, have been 
killed in their mothers' wombs, that 
this is calling to the attention of this 
Nation the need to rethink this issue, 
and we have to do just that. 

We debate in the well of this House 
that moneys are not going to China, 
the People's Republic of China, Com
munist China, because of rumors we 
are hearing-not rumors, but things 
we see on PBS-about their enforced 
abortion policy, and that this House 
should not appropriate money for 
that, and it passes overwhelmingly, so 
how, even on a principle such as home 
rule, can we do less in our own Federal 
City than we will do with the nation of 
Communist China? 

I think that the Members who dis
agree with those of us who call our-

selves prolife, in all due respect, 
should maybe in the future-because 
things are so tense in this House 
anyway that we have got enough ten
sion to last us for three more Con
gresses-an~ today on this issue, try to 
limit debate. 
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On this issue we should try to limit 

debate, because God knows it has been 
debated to death and in some cases de
bated to life, that we will try to limit 
the debate, vote our consciences and 
try to have respect for one another's 
positions. 

I am just happy that my position 
seems to be the one that is prevailing. 
It was not when I arrived in this body. 

Mr. MRAZEK. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the requisite number d 
words. 

Mr. Chairman, I certainly do not 
plan to take 5 minutes to discuss this 
and I certainly do not want to discuss 
the whole question of when life actual
ly begins. I know there are a lot of 
deeply held feelings in this Chamber 
on this subject on both sides of the 
issue, but I think it is important to 
recognize in addition to the question 
of home rule, that there is one funda
mental change that we are making in 
regard to policy, national policy, as it 
relates to the District of Columbia, 
and that policy has existed since 1980. 
In 1980, a determination was made 
that no Federal funds provided in this 
act shall be used to perform abortions 
except where the life of the mother 
would be in danger if the fetus were 
carried to term, or except for such 
medical procedures necessary for the 
victims of rape or incest when such 
rape or incest has been reported 
promptly to a law enforcement agency 
or public health service. 

I think it is !mportant to recognize 
that this language stipulates that 
there will be no exceptions, absolutely 
no exceptions, that the language reads 
that none of the funds provided in this 
act shall be used to perform abortions. 
It is an important difference in lan
guage. 1:. is an important change in 
policy. 

For people who might believe, or for 
people who might not be sure when 
life begins, who are aware of the fact 
that medical technology as it advances 
is making a fetus more viable earlier 
and earlier during the gestation 
period, for people who do not neces
sarily believe that life begins at the 
moment of conception, I think it is im-

-portant for those of us who might not 
believe that life begins at the moment 
of conception to consider the life of 
the mother, to consider the life of a 
mother if it is a young woman in par
ticular who has been raped and who 
under this language will be forced in 
the District of C·Jlumbia to carry that 
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baby to term, because there are abso
lutely no exceptions under the law. 

Mr. LUNGREN. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. Chairman, I do not wish to pro
long this debate, but the rules are 
such that they need to be explained. I 
understand what the gentleman said, 
but that was not the intent of the 
author nor is the intent of those who 
support this to change the substance 
of the exceptions. It happens to be 
that under the rules that prevail in 
this House if we were to put those ex
ceptions in the amendment, we would 

. be met with a point of order. 
What we have to do is pass this. 

True, this is different. The question is 
whether it extends merely to those 
funds you can identify as Federal 
funds or to all funds, those funds that 
the District of Columbia can get when 
they do not have to use them for 
other purposes because we have the 
Federal funds. 

In order to even get this to confer
ence, we have to use this language. 
That is how we got the language that 
we presently call the Hyde amend
ment. 

We are caught betwixt and between. 
If we bring up an amendment, we are 
criticized because we have changed the 
exceptions. We have eliminated the 
exceptions. If we bring the amend
ment up and it has the exceptions in 
it, we are subject to a point of order, 
so we are proceeding in the same 
manner as we have in the past when 
we identified the Hyde amendment as 
language in previous bills where we 
are required under the rules that we 
did not present, but the rules that 
have been adopted. 

So the question really is not do you 
want to eliminate the exceptions. That 
is not our intention. The question is do 
you want this particular amendment 
that would extend the reach in terms 
of the dollars considered. 

I have every expectation what will 
happen now is what has happened in 
the past. At conference time the ex
ceptions are put in because the Senate 
insists on them as they have in the 
past; but please, some of us who feel 
very deeply about this issue, and ev
eryone feels deeply about this issue in 
this Chamber, no matter on what side 
they might find themselves, some of 
us feel it is unfair to require us under 
the rules to present an amendment in 
a certain form and then be criticized 
because we are attempting to change 
the substance of the law, when if we 
attempt to use the language that the 
gentleman identified earlier, we would 
be subject to a point of order and not 
allowed to discuss it. 

Mr. MRAZEK. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. LUNGREN. I am happy to yield. 
Mr. MRAZEK. Would the gentle

man accept a unanimous-consent re-

quest to utilize the language that pres
ently exists in section 118? 

Mr. LUNGREN. I am not the 
author, but I will be happy to yield to 
the gentleman from New Jersey. 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. 
Chairman, the gentleman from New 
York is probably not aware, but when 
I first offered the amendment several 
moments ago, it had a life of the 
mother exception, but it was objected 
to by the gentleman from California 
[Mr. DIXON], and that objection was 
sustained by the Chair. 

I would hope if this amendment does 
prevail, I will offer a unanimous-con
sent request that the life of the 
mother exception be reinserted into 
the bill, so I will do it myself. I did 
that 2 years ago when the Treasury
Postal bill was up and likewise offered 
it. It was not objected to and that ex
ception went back into the bill. 

Mr. MRAZEK. Mr. Chairman, if the 
gentleman will yield further, would it 
be in order to make a unanimous-con
sent request now to change the lan
guage? I am asking if it would be ap
propriate now for me to make that re
quest. 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. The life 
of the mother exception? 

Mr. MRAZEK. No; to utilize exactly 
the same language in section 118 that 
has existed since 1980. 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. No; I 
would not consent to that. 

Mr. MRAZEK. Would it be appropri
ate for me to make that unanimous
consent request? 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman is 
talking about the exact language that 
is in the current act? 

Mr. MRAZEK. The language that 
exists in section 118 which the gentle
man from New Jersey [Mr. SMITH] has 
sought to change by way of this lan
guage. I read it a few minutes ago and 
it simply stipulates that none of the 
Federal funds provided in this act 
shall be used to perform abortions 
except where the life of the mother 
would be endangered if the fetus were 
carried to term, or except for such 
medical procedures necessary for the 
victims of rape or incest when such 
rape or incest has been reported 
promptly to a law enforcement agency 
or public health service. 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman from 
California yield further? · 

Mr. LUNGREN. I am happy to yield. 
Mr. MRAZEK. I have not received a 

response. 
The CHAIRMAN. Does the request 

also include the last part of that para
graph the gentleman was reading? Is 
the gentleman talking about the gen
tleman's earlier amendment that was 
offered? The Chair is in doubt because 
there is one more sentence the gentle
man did not read. 

Mr. MRAZEK. The additional clause 
is "nor are payments prohibited for 

drugs or devices to prevent implanta
tion of the fertilize ovum or for medi
cal procedures necessary for termina
tion of an ectopic pregnancy." 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman is 
requesting that also as part of the 
modification, whether that is in order? 

Mr. MRAZEK. That is the exact lan
guage that exists now in the Federal 
law, that says no Federal funds shall 
be used for abortion except with those 
exceptions. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to that modification? 

Mr. VOLKMER. Mr. Chairman, I 
object. 

The CHAIRMAN. Objection is 
heard. 

The time of the gentleman from 
California [Mr. LUNGREN] has expired. 

<By unanimous consent, Mr. LuN
GREN was allowed to proceed for one 
additional minute.) 

Mr. LUNGREN. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield to the gentleman from New 
Jersey [Mr. SMITH]. 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. 
Chairman, I ask unanimous consent to 
add to the language of the amend
ment, "except where the life of the 
mother would be endangered if the 
fetus were carried to term." 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
New Jersey [Mr. SMITH]? 

Mr. DIXON. Mr. Chairman, I object. 
The CHAIRMAN. Objection is 

heard. 
Mr. COUGHLIN. Mr. Chairman, I 

move to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. Chairman, just let there be no 
mistake about it, based on what the 
distinguished chairman has said earli
er, what we are doing here is dead 
wrong. No matter how you feel and 
where you draw the line on the ques
tion of abortion, what we are doing 
here is dead wrong because it affects 
not only the Federal funds, but the 
District of Columbia's own funds, 
their own payment. 

Let us be very clear that what the 
amendment does is it removes the ex
isting restriction that is already in the 
bill that prohibits the expenditure of 
Federal funds for abortions except in 
the case of the life of the mother, 
rape, incest, or ectopic pregnancy. 
That is already in the bill. 

What this does is remove that and 
then say that none of the Federal 
funds or the District's own funds will 
be used for any kind of abortion, and, 
my colleagues, that is wrong. That is 
the wrong way to legislate. It is the 
wrong way to treat this issue. 

We should leave the language in 
there that we have now that was car
ried in this bill for time after time, 
leave that alone. We have a restriction 
on the use of Federal funds for abor
tion, and we should not take this fur
ther step that further applies to Dis-



July 30, 1985 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE 21539 
trict funds and applies to all kinds of 
abortions. It is wrong. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle
man from New Jersey [Mr. SMITH]. 

The question was taken; and the 
Chairman announced that the noes 
appeared to have it. 

RECORDED VOTE 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. 
Chairman, I demand a recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The vote was taken by electonic 

device, and there were-ayes 221, noes 
199, not voting 13, as follows: 

[Roll No. 2731 
AYES-221 

Annunzio Hansen 
Applegate Hartnett 
Archer Hendon 
Anney Henry 
Badham Hertel 
Barnard Hiler 
Bartlett Hillis 
Barton Holt 
Bentley Hopkins 
Bereuter Hubbard 
Bevill Hunter 
Bilirakis Hutto 
BUley Hyde 
Boggs Ireland 
Boland Jones <TN> 
Boner <TN> Kanjorski 
Bonior <MI> Kasich 
Borski Kemp 
Breaux Kildee 
Broomfield Kindness 
Bruce Kolbe 
Burton <IN> Kolter 
Byron LaFalce 
Callahan Lagomarsino 
Campbell Latta 
Chappie Leach <IA> 
Cheney Leath <TX> 
Clinger Lent 
Coats Lewis <CA> 
Cobey Lewis <FL> 
Coble Lightfoot 
Coleman <MO> Lipinski 
Combest Livingston 
Conte Lloyd 
Courter Long 
Craig Lott 
Crane Lowery <CA> 
Daniel Lujan 
Dannemeyer Luken 
Darden Lungren 
Daub Mack 
Davis Madigan 
de Ia Garza Manton 
DeLay Marlenee 
DeWine Martin <NY> 
DioGuardi Mavroules 
Donnelly Mazzoli 
Dorgan <ND> McCain 
Dornan <CA> McCollum 
Dowdy McDade 
Dreier McEwen 
Duncan McGrath 
Durbin McMillan 
Dyson Michel 
Early Miller <OH> 
Eckert <NY> Moakley 
Edwards <OK> Molinari 
Emerson Mollohan 
English Monson 
Fields Montgomery 
Franklin Moore 
Fuqua Moorhead 
Gaydos Murphy 
Gephardt Murtha 
Gibbons Myers 
Gingrich Natcher 
Goodling Nelson 
Gradison Nichols 
Gray <IL> Nielson 
Gregg Nowak 
Gunderson O'Brien 
Hall <OH> Oakar 
Hall, Ralph Oberstar 
Hammerschmidt Ortiz 

Oxley 
Packard 
Parris 
Pashayan 
Penny 
Perkins 
Petri 
Porter 
Price 
Quillen 
Ray 
Regula 
Reid 
Rinaldo 
Ritter 
Roberts 
Robinson 
Roe 
Rogers 
Rostenkowski 
Roth 
Rowland <CT> 
Rudd 
Russo 
Saxton 
Schaefer 
Schuette 
Schulze 
Sensenbrenner 
Shaw 
Shelby 
Shumway 
Shuster 
Sikorski 
Siljander 
Skeen 
Skelton 
Slaughter 
Smith <NE> 
Smith <NH> 
Smith <NJ> 
Smith, Denny 
Smith, Robert 
Snyder 
Solomon 
Spence 
StGermain 
Staggers 
Stallings 
Stangeland 
Stenholm 
Stump 
Sundquist 
Sweeney 
Swindall 
Tallon 
Tauke 
Taylor 
Thomas<CA> 
Traxler 
VanderJagt 
Volkmer 
Vucanovich 
Walker 
Weber 
Whitten 
Wolf 
Wortley 
Wylie 
Yatron 
Young<AK> 
Young<FL> 
Young<MO> 

Ackerman 
Addabbo 
Akaka 
Alexander 
Anderson 
Andrews 
Anthony 
Asp in 
Atkins 
AuCoin 
Barnes 
Bateman 
Bates 
Bedell 
Beilenson 
Bennett 
Berman 
Biaggi 
Boehlert 
Bonker 
Bosco 
Boucher 
Boxer 
Brooks 
Brown <CA> 
Brown<CO> 
Broyhill 
Bryant 
Burton <CA> 
Bustamante 
Carper 
Carr 
Chandler 
Chappell 
Clay 
Coelho 
Coleman <TX> 
Collins 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Coughlin 
Coyne 
Crockett 
Daschle 
Dellums 
Derrick 
Dicks 
Ding ell 
Dixon 
Downey 
Dwyer 
Dymally 
Eckart <OH> 
Edgar 
Edwards <CA> 
Erdreich 
Evans <IA> 
Evans <IL> 
Fascell 
Fa well 
Fazio 
Feighan 
Fish 
Flippo 
Florio 
Foglietta 
Foley 

NOES-199 
Ford <MI> 
Ford <TN> 
Fowler 
Frank 
Frenzel 
Frost 
Gallo 
Garcia 
Gejdenson 
Gekas 
Gilman 
Glickman 
Gonzalez 
Gray CPA> 
Green 
Grotberg 
Guarini 
Hamilton 
Hatcher 
Hawkins 
Hayes 
Hettel 
Horton 
Howard 
Hoyer 
Huckaby 
Hughes 
Jacobs 
Jeffords 
Johnson 
Jones <NC> 
Jones <OK> 
Kaptur 
Kastenmeier 
Kennelly 
Kleczka 
Kostmayer 
Kramer 
Lantos 
Lehman<CA> 
Lehman<FL> 
Leland 
Levin <MI> 
Levine <CA> 
Lowry<WA> 
MacKay 
Markey 
Martin <IL> 
Martinez 
Matsui 
McCandless 
McCloskey 
McCurdy 
McHugh 
McKernan 
McKinney 
Meyers 
Mica 
Mikulski 
Miller <CA> 
Miller<WA> 
Min eta 
Mitchell 
Moody 
Morrison <CT> 
Morrison <WA> 
Mrazek 

Neal 
Obey 
Olin 
Owens 
Panetta 
Pease 
Pepper 
Pickle 
Pursell 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Richardson 
Ridge 
Rodino 
Roemer 
Rose 
Roukema 
Rowland <GA> 
Roybal 
Sabo 
Savage 
Scheuer 
Schneider 
Schroeder 
Schumer 
Seiberling 
Sharp 
Sisisky 
Slattery 
Smith <FL> 
Smith <IA> 
Snowe 
Solarz 
Spratt 
Stark 
Stokes 
Strang 
Studds 
Swift 
Synar 
Thomas<GA> 
Torres 
Towns 
Traficant 
Udall 
Valentine 
Vento 
Visclosky 
Walgren 
Watkins 
Waxman 
Weaver 
Weiss 
Wheat 
Whitehurst 
Whitley 
Whittaker 
Williams 
Wilson 
Wirth 
Wise 
Wolpe 
Wyden 
Yates 
Zschau 

NOT VOTING-13 
Boulter 
Carney 
Dickinson 
Fiedler 
Gordon 

Hefner 
Jenkins 
Loeffler 
Lundine 
Stratton 

0 1810 

Tauzin 
Torrlcelli 
Wright 

The Clerk announced the following 
pair: 

On this vote: 
Mr. Carney for, with Mr. Torricelli 

against. 
Messrs. HENDON, MOORE, and 

KOLBE changed their votes from 
"no" to "aye." 

So the amendment was agreed to. 
The result of the vote was an

nounced as above recorded. 
The CHAIRMAN. Are there any fur

ther amendments? 

--

Mr. DIXON. Mr. Chairman, I move 
that the Committee do now rise and 
report the bill back to the House with 
an amendment, with the recommenda
tion that the amendment be agreed to 
and that the bill, as amended, do pass. 

The motion was agreed to. 
Accordingly the Committee rose and 

the Speaker pro tempore [Mr. 
MURTHA], having assumed the chair, 
Mr. HERTEL of Michigan, Chairman of 
the Committee of the Whole House on 
the State of the Union, reported that 
that Committee, having had under 
consideration the bill <H.R. 3067), 
making appropriations for the govern
ment of the District of Columbia and 
other activities chargeable in whole or 
in part against the revenues of said 
District for fiscal year ending Septem
ber 30, 1986, and for other purposes, 
had directed him to report the bill 
back to the House with an amend
ment, with the recommendation that 
the amendment be agreed to and that 
the bill, as amended, do pass. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. With
out objection, the previous question is 
ordered. 

There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the amendment. 
The amendment was agreed to. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the engrossment and 
third reading of the bill. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, and was read 
the third time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the passage of the bill. 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 

Mr. FRENZEL. Mr. Speaker, on that 
I demand the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic 

device, and there were-yeas 242, nays 
173, not voting 18, as follows: 

Addabbo 
Akaka 
Alexander 
Andrews 
Annunzio 
Applegate 
Asp in 
Atkins 
Barnes 
Bateman 
Bedell 
Bennett 
Bentley 
Bereuter 
Berman 
Bevill 
Biaggi 
BUley 
Boehlert 
Boggs 
Boland 
Boner<TN> 
Bonior <MI> 
Bonker 
Borski 
Boucher 
Breaux 
Brooks 

[Roll No. 2741 
YEAS-242 

Brown<CA> 
Bruce 
Bryant 
Burton <CA> 
Bustamante 
Byron 
Carper 
Carr 
Chandler 
Chappell 
Clay 
Coelho 
Collins 
Conte 
Cooper 
Coughlin 
Coyne 
Crockett 
Daniel 
Darden 
Daschle 
Davis 
de la Garza 
Derrick 
De Wine 
Dingell 
DioGuardi 
Dixon 

Donnelly 
Dorgan <ND> 
Dowdy 
Downey 
Durbin 
Dwyer 
Dymally 
Dyson 
Early 
Eckert <NY> 
Edgar 
Erdreich 
Evans <IL> 
Fascell 
Fa well 
Fazio 
Fish 
Florio 
Foglietta 
Foley 
Ford <MI> 
Ford <TN> 
Fowler 
Frank 
Frost 
Fuqua 
Garcia 
Gephardt 

'· 
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Gibbons 
Gonzalez 
Goodling 
Gradison 
Gray <IL> 
Gray <PA> 
Green 
Guarini 
Hall<OH> 
Hamilton 
Hatcher 
Hawkins 
Hayes 
Henry 
Hillis 
Holt 
Horton 
Howard 
Hoyer 
Hutto 
Hyde 
Jacobs 
Johnson 
Jones <NC> 
Jones<TN> 
Kaptur 
Kastenmeier 
Kildee 
Kleczka 
Kolbe 
Kostmayer 
LaFalce 
Lantos 
Lehman<CA> 
Lehman<FL> 
Leland 
Lent 
Levin <MI> 
Levine <CA> 
Lewis <CA> 
Lipinski 
Livingston 
Long 
Lowery<CA> 
Lowry<WA> 
Maci{ay 
Manton 
Markey 
Martin<NY> 
Martinez 
Matsui 
Mavroules 
Mazzoll 

Ackerman 
Anderson 
Anthony 
Archer 
Armey 
AuCoin 
Badham 
Barnard 
Bartlett 
Barton 
Bates 
Beilenson 
Bilirakis 
Bosco 
Boxer 
Broomfield 
Brown<CO> 
Broyhill 
Burton <IN> 
Callahan 
Campbell 
Chapple 
Cheney 
Clinger 
Coats 
Cobey 
Coble 
Coleman <MO> 
Coleman <TX> 
Combest 
Conyers 
Courter 
Craig 
Crane 
Dannemeyer 
Daub 
DeLay 
Dellums 
Dicks 
DornanCCA> 
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McCloskey 
McDade 
McGrath 
McHugh 
McKinney 
Meyers 
Michel 
Mikulski 
Miller <WA> 
Mitchell 
Moakley 
Molinari 
Mollohan 
Moore 
Murtha 
Myers 
Natcher 
Neal 
Nelson 
Nielson 
Nowak 
O'Brien 
Oakar 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olin 
Ortiz 
Owens 
Packard 
Parris 
Pashayan 
Pease 
Pepper 
Perkins 
Pickle 
Porter 
Price 
Pursell 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Regula 
Reid 
Richardson 
Ridge 
Rinaldo 
Robinson 
Rodino 
Roe 
Rogers 
Rose 
Rostenkowski 
Roukema 
Rowland <GA> 

NAYS-173 

Russo 
Sabo 
Savage 
Schneider 
Schumer 
Seiberling 
Sharp 
Sikorski 
Sisisky 
Skelton 
Slaughter 
Smith <IA> 
Smith<NJ> 
Smith, Robert 
Solarz 
Spratt 
Staggers 
Stallings 
Stokes 
Studds 
Sundquist 
Swift 
Synar 
Tallon 
Tauzin 
Thomas<CA> 
Thomas<GA> 
Torres 
Towns 
Traxler 
Udall 
Valentine 
Vento 
Visclosky 
Volkmer 
Vucanovich 
Walgren 
Waxman 
Wheat 
Whitehurst 
Whitley 
Whitten 
Wilson 
Wise 
Wolf 
Wolpe 
Wortley 
Wright 
Yates 
Yatron 
Young<AK> 
Young<MO> 

Dreier Kindness 
Duncan Kolter 
Eckart <OH> Kramer 
Edwards <CA> Lagomarsino 
Edwards <OK> Latta 
Emerson Leach <IA> 
English Leath <TX> 
Evans <IA> Lewis <FL> 
Fields Lightfoot 
Franklin Lloyd 
Frenzel Lott 
Gallo Lujan 
Gaydos Lungren 
Gejdenson Mack 
Gekas Madigan 
Gilman Marlenee 
Gingrich Martin <IL> 
Glickman McCain 
Gregg McCandless 
Grotberg McCollum 
Gunderson McCurdy 
Hall, Ralph McEwen 
Hammerschmidt McKernan 
Hansen McMillan 
Hartnett Mica 
Heftel Miller <CA> 
Hendon Miller <OH> 
Hertel Mineta 
Hiler Monson 
Hopkins Montgomery 
Hubbard Moody 
Huckaby Moorhead 
Hughes Morrison <CT> 
Hunter Morrison <WA> 
Ireland Mrazek 
Jeffords Murphy 
Jones <OK> Nichols 
Kanjorski Oxley 
Kasich Panetta 
Kennelly Penny 

Petri 
Quillen 
Ray 
Ritter 
Roberts 
Roemer 
Roth 
Rowland <CT> 
Roybal 
Rudd 
Saxton 
Schaefer 
Scheuer 
Schroeder 
Schuette 
Schulze 
Sensenbrenner 
Shaw 

Shelby 
Shumway 
Shuster 
Siljander 
Skeen 
Slattery 
Smith <NE> 
Smith <NH> 
Smith, Denny 
Snowe 
Snyder 
Solomon 
Spence 
Stark 
Stenholm 
Strang 
Stump 
Sweeney 

Swindall 
Tauke 
Taylor 
Traficant 
Vander Jagt 
Walker 
Watkins 
Weaver 
Weber 
Weiss 
Whittaker 
Williams 
Wirth 
Wyden 
Wylie 
Young<FL> 
Zschau 

NOT VOTING-18 
Boulter 
Carney 
Dickinson 
Feighan 
Fiedler 
Flippo 

Gordon 
Hefner 
Jenkins 
Kemp 
Loeffler 
Luken 
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Lundine 
Smith<FL> 
StGermain 
Stangeland 
Stratton 
Torricelli 

Mr. COYNE and Mr. BRYANT 
changed their votes from "nay" to 
"yea." 

So the bill was passed. 
The result of the vote was an

nounced as above recorded. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mr. DIXON. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5 legislative days in which to 
revise and extend their remarks, and 
to include extraneous matter, on the 
bill just passed. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Califomia? 

There was no objection. 

PERMISSION FOR SUBCOMMIT
TEE ON PUBLIC BUILDINGS 
AND GROUNDS OF COMMIT
TEE ON PUBLIC WORKS AND 
TRANSPORTATION TO SIT ON 
THURSDAY, AUGUST 1, 1985, 
DURING 5-MINUTE RULE 
Mr. YOUNG of Missouri. Mr. Speak

er, I ask unanimous consent that the 
Subcommittee on Public Buildings and 
Grounds of the Committee on Public 
Works and Transportation be permit
ted to sit while the House is under the 
5-minute rule on Thursday, August 1, 
1985. 

This has been cleared with the mi
nority, Mr. Speaker. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Missouri? 

There was no objection. 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 
Mr. ST GERMAIN. Mr. Speaker, 

concerning the :vote just taken, there 
were a group of us on the elevator
there is something wrong with the ele
vator or the clocks, or something-and 

we were here very, very briefly after 
the gavel banged. I hope that in the 
future maybe the gavel will go down a 
little slower so we will not miss votes 
when we are indeed working in our of
fices with our staffs. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair apologizes to the gentleman and 
will try to accommodate the Members. 

Mr. ST GERMAIN. I thank the 
Chair. 

COASTAL ZONE MANAGEMENT 
REAUTHORIZATION ACT OF 1985 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu
ant to House Resolution 214 and rule 
XXIII, the Chair declares the House 
in the Committee of the Whole House 
en the State of the Union for the con
sideration of the bill, H.R. 2121. 

0 1828 
IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE 

Accordingly the House resolved 
itself into the Committee of the 
Whole House on the State of the 
Union for the consideration of the bill 
<H.R. 2121) to provide for the reau
thorization of the Coastal Zone Man
agement Act of 1972, and for other 
purposes, with Mr. BoNER of Tennes
see in the chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the 

rule, the first reading of the bill is dis
pensed with. 

Under the rule, the gentleman from 
North Carolina [Mr. JONES] will be 
recognized for 30 minutes and the gen
tleman from California [Mr. SHUM
WAY] will be recognized for 30 min
utes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from North Carolina [Mr. JoNEs]. 

Mr. JONES of North Carolina. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield myself such time as 
I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise today to urge 
my colleagues to support H.R. 2121, a 
bill to reauthorize the Coastal Zone 
Management Act of 1972-the 
"CZMA." The Committee on Mer
chant Marine and Fisheries has con
sidered this legislation during 2 days 
of intensive hearings conducted by the 
Subcommittee on Oceanography, 
chaired by our distinguished colleague, 
Ms. MIKULSKI. We are convinced by 
the testimony, as well as our 13-year 
oversight of the CZMA, that impor
tant national interests are being well 
served by this program. 

Twenty-three States and five territo
ries have developed impressive CZM 
programs with the encouragement of 
Congress and the help of some Federal 
funding. These States have voluntarily 
assumed the primary responsibility for 
managing their shorelines. The pro
gram's voluntary nature demonstrates 
respect for the tradition in the United 
States of local and State responsibility 
for land use planning. Rather than 
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overriding local and State authority 
for this important task, Congress has 
encouraged coastal States to utilize 
their full authority. Furthermore, 
through the CZMA, Congress has pro
vided a constant reminder to coastal 
States of their vital role in promoting 
common interests shared by all States, 
whether coastal or landlocked. 

Because the CZMA has been so suc
cessful and because pressures on the 
coast are constantly increasing, the 
committee recognizes the need to en
hance the total level of support for 
this program. However, we ar~ not rec
ommending increased Federal support; 
rather, increases would come from 
greater coastal State matching contri
butions. Beginning in fiscal year 1989 
and beyond, there would be a 50/50, 
rather than 80/20, Federal/State part
nership. 

By reducing the share of Federal in
volvement in CZM, we do not want to 
give the misimpression that this pro
gram is not serving national interests. 
On the contrary, our Nation will 
always need to play an active role in 
overseeing the wise management of 
our coastal areas because important 
national concerns are being served. 
The increasing State share reflects the 
fact that State programs are begin
ning to mature. Further implementa
tion should be accomplished on the 
basis of an equal partnership. 

H.R. 2121 does more than equalize 
the Federal/State partnership in 
Coastal Zone Management. Other im
portant provisions are contained in 
the bill. It requires States to promptly 
submit for Federal review and approv
al any program changes they may 
have. Furthermore, it allows the Sec
retary of Commerce to reduce funding 
for programs which are not making 
satisfactory progress in identifying 
and protecting coastal resources of na
tional significance. Also, some dor
mant provisions of the act are re
pealed. And, the National Estuarine 
Sanctuary Program is strengthened to 
reflect an emphasis on research, so 
that our knowledge and awareness of 
estuaries will be improved, and we can 
better provide for their continued 
health. 

Finally, Mr. Chairman, H.R. 2121 is 
a carefully balanced bill which enjoys 
bipartisan support. In this regard, I 
would like to acknowledge the 
thoughtful contributions of Congress
men NoRM LENT, our full committee 
ranking member, and NoRM SHUMWAY, 
ranking member on the Oceanography 
Subcommittee, as well as my col
league, subcommittee Chairwoman 
BARBARA MIKULSKI. With their assist
ance, you have before you a bill which 
continues the important work of man
aging our Nation's coastal zone andre
duces the need for additional spending 
over the next several years. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

51-059 0-86-9 (Pt. 16) 
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Mr. SHUMWAY. Mr. Chairman, I 

yield myself such time as I may con
sume. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of 
H.R. 2121, legislation to reauthorize 
the Coastal Zone Management Act, 
which Chairman JoNEs has ably de
scribed. 

The Merchant Marine and Fisheries 
Subcommittee on Oceanography held 
2 days of hearings on this program 
with a diversified list of witnesses tes
tifying on its many aspects; virtually 
all of the testimony supported reau
thorization of the program and docu
mented the CZMA's many successes. 
However, Mr. Chairman, the hearings 
also indicated that the Coastal Zone 
Management Program is presently in a 
transition period where, since 28 of 35 
U.S. coastal States or territories have 
approved CZM programs, the Federal 
role no longer needs to financially 
entice coastal States into the program 
to accomplish the national objectives 
of the act. As a result, I am pleased to 
say that the bill before us today was 
amended in committee to phase down 
the Federal share of State manage
ment grants, over a period of 4 years, 
from the current 80 percent Federal/ 
20 ·percent State ratio to a more realis
tic and appropriate 50/50 ratio. Corre
spondingly, coastal States will have to 
phase up their grant match required 
to receive their Federal funding. 

This change in the CZMA funding 
formula simultaneously accomplishes 
two imortant objectives. First, it prop
erly decreases the Federal role in the 
overall program; and, secondly, it 
allows the overall program to grow by 
requiring States, according to a gradu
al and rasonable timetable, to increase 
their own financial commitment to 
wisely manage their respective coastal 
areas. 

I am also pleased to be able to sup
port an amendment which our distin
guished chairman, Mr. JoNEs from 
North Carolina, will be offering to es
sentially freeze the authorization 
levels in H.R. 2121 at the fiscal year 
1985 appropriation levels. Our commit
tee, during its consideration prior to 
reporting H.R. 2121, recognized the 
need for fiscal restraint and adopted 
an amendment to save $99 million over 
the next 6 years, as compared with 
current authorization levels. The 
Jones amendment, however, will 
achieve $193 million savings over the 
next 5 years. Mr. Chairman, given our 
Federal deficit, this is a most responsi
ble amendment and is consistent with 
the recognition that the Federal role 
in coastal management can be reduced 
at this point in the program's develop
ment so that the States can more ap
propriately increase their contribu
tions. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to 
the gentleman from New York [Mr. 
LENT]. 

Mr. LENT. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding me this time. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise to support, 
wholeheartedly, H.R. 2121, the Coast
al Zone Management Reauthorization 
Act of 1985. I believe that the State 
Coastal Zone Management plans de
veloped under the Coastal Zone Man
agement Act of 1972, and the National 
Estuarine Sanctuary Program estab
lished under the Coastal Zone Man
agement Act, are notable achieve
ments. They are excellent examples of 
State/Federal partnership and coop
eration. The federally approved Coast
al Zone Management plans balance 
local, regional, and national needs for 
the wise use, protection, and develop
ment of our Nation's coastal areas. 

One of the witnesses who appeared 
before the Oceanography Subcommit
tee in support of this reauthorization 
was New York's secretary of state, 
Gail Shaffer. Her excellent testimony 
documented the successful implemen
tation of New York State's Coastal 
Zone Management Program from the 
time Federal approval was received in 
September 1982. I believe that New 
York's Coastal Zone Management plan 
is a success, and I believe that similar 
successes are found in the great major
ity of the States which have imple
mented Coastal Zone Management 
programs. 

Some of my colleagues may be con
cerned because this reauthorization 
does not reduce Federal support for 
the Coastal Zone Management Pro
gram as far as the administration 
might wish. However, H.R. 2121 as re
ported makes substantial reductions in 
the authorized level of funding for the 
Coastal Zone Management Act, espe
cially for sections 306 and 306A of the 
act. A committee amendment which 
will be offered on the floor today re
duces those authorizations even fur
ther. Also, H.R. 2121 contains a provi
sion which will reduce the Federal per
centage of grants under sections 306 
and 30GA from the current 80 percent 
Federal/20 percent State ratio to a 50-
50 Federal/State ratio, which would 
be achieved for fiscal year 1989 and 
thereafter. 

Therefore, I believe that the Mer
chant Marine and Fisheries Commit
tee has taken a fiscally responsible ap
proach toward this reauthorization. 
This bill provides a reasonable reas
sessment of the appropriate levels of 
Federal and State financial participa
tion in the Coastal Zone Management 
Act Grant Program. I want to compli
ment the chairman of the Merchant 
Marine and Fisheries Committee, the 
distinguished gentleman from North 
Carolina [Mr. JONES], the chairwoman 
of the Oceanography Subcommittee, 
the gentlelady from Maryland [Ms. 
MIKULSKI] and the ranking Republi
can member of the subcommittee, the 
gentleman from California [Mr. SHUM-
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WAY] for their leadership in producing 
a bill which preserves the essential 
features of this program yet also rec
ognizes the need to cut Federal spend
ing. 

I urge all my colleagues, on both 
sides of the aisle, to support reauthor
ization of the Coastal Zone Manage
ment Act and vote in favor of H.R. 
2121. 

Mr. JONES of North Carolina. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield such time as she 
may consume to the gentlewoman 
from Maryland [Ms. MIKULSKI]. 

Ms. MIKULSKI. I thank the gentle
man for yielding to me. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise to urge my col
leagues to support H.R. 2121, a bill to 
reauthorize the Coastal Zone Manage
ment Act of 1972. 

My colleagues and I on the Oceanog
raphy Subcommittee held 2 days of 
hearings on the Coastal Zone Manage
ment Program. We heard witnesses 
from the administration, the Coastal 
States, environmental organizations, 
and industry. We also heard from resi
dents of coastal communities. These 
witnesses told us that State Coastal 
Zone Mangement programs are effec
tive and are meeting the national 
goals of the Coastal Zone Manage
ment Act. 

This Nation's vast coastal waters, 
lands, and resources are better man
aged and protected today because of 
the work done by the 28 State and ter
ritory coastal zone management pro
grams approved by the Federal Gov
ernment under the Coastal Zone Man
agement Act. 

These programs cover more than 90 
percent of our shoreline, or 95,000 
miles of our beaches, bays, estuaries, 
and harbors. More than 50 percent of 
our people live and work in these 
coastal areas, and this figure will grow 
to nearly 80 percent by the year 2000. 
Their health and livelihood depend on 
how well we manage and develop our 
coastal resources. I believe that the 
Coastal Zone Management Act has 
been an effective tool in achieving 
these goals. 

The Coastal Zone Management Act 
is often described as an environmental 
law, and this is correct. But I would 
like to stress that the Coastal Zone 
Management Act has other national 
goals. Among other goals, the Coastal 
Zone Management Act seeks to 
streamline the State, local, and Feder
al permitting process and to foster bal
anced economic growth in coastal 
areas. 

The Subcommittee on Oceanogra
phy has documented the achievements 
of State coastal programs. Coastal 
States have consolidated and simpli
fied State and local permitting proce
dures and significantly reduced the 
permit review time. This has saved 
money for businesses and developers 
by creating a more efficient regulatory 
process. 

Coastal States also have used Feder
al funds to help revitalize urban wa
terfronts, to retain fishing facilities, 
and to restore recreational areas. 

They have used coastal zone man
agement planning funds to produce 
environmentally sensitive develop
ment plans resulting in substantial pri
vate investment in coastal areas. This 
is balanced economic growth, and it is 
possible because of the Coastal Zone 
Management Act and the work of local 
and State coastal management pro
grams. 

Mr. Chairman, H.R. 2121 also 
amends the National Estuarine Re
serve Program to clarify and strength
ens its estuarine research functions, 
and to provide for a system of estua
rine reserves that will be fully repre
sentative of the range and diversity of 
the estuarine areas of this Nation. 

Finally, I want to emphasize that 
H.R. 2121 and the National Coastal 
Zone Management Program enjoys 
strong bipartisan support. I want par
ticularly to thank Congressman NoRM 
SHUMWAY, the ranking member on the 
Oceanography Subcommittee, for his 
many contributions to this bill. On my 
side of the aisle I would like to thank 
Congressmen STunns and TAUZIN for 
their important role in resolving the 
conflict. 

Mr. Chairman, ·the Committee on 
Merchant Marine and Fisheries unani
mously reported H.R. 2121 to this 
House, and I strongly recommend my 
colleagues to give their support to this 
vital and successful program of coastal 
zone management. 
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Mr. JONES of North Carolina. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield 3 minutes to the 
gentleman from Delaware [Mr. 
CARPER]. 

Mr. CARPER. I thank the gentle
man for yielding this time to me. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise today as a 
strong supporter of the Coastal Zone 
Management Act, and I support this 
legislation to continue the Federal 
Coastal Zone Program. 

I represent a State that has long rec
ognized the value of its coastal re
sources. Indeed, the State of Delaware 
passed its coastal zone law in 1971, a 
year before the passage of the Federal 
Coastal Zone Management Act whose 
reauthorization we are considering 
today. Delawareans are proud of their 
act which is, arguably, the most pro
tective coastal zone law of any State in 
the country. 

Part of the strength of the Delaware 
Coastal Zone Program is its close 
working relationship with the Federal 
Coastal Zone Management Program. 
This legislation will allow that cooper
ative effort to continue by providing 
financial and technical assistance for 
the continuing management of coastal 
development. 

I commend the chairman of the 
committee, Mr. JoNES, and the chair
woman of the Oceanography Subcom
mittee, Ms. MIKULSKI, and the ranking 
members for bringing to the floor a re
sponsible bill which will bring the Fed
eral/State funding ratio down from 
the current 80-20 to 50-50. I also un
derstand the Merchant Marine and 
Fisheries Committee chairman will be 
offering an amendment to reduce the 
authorization levels for fiscal year 
1986 to this year's appropriation 
levels. I feel these actions are a reason
able compromise between the unques
tioned need for this program and 
budget pressures which cannot be ig
nored. 

In 1972, the Congress of the United 
States stated, through the Coastal 
Zone Management Act, its intent to 
protect our invaluable coastal zone. It 
is time for us to reaffirm that commit
ment. I urge my colleagues to support 
this bill. 

Mr. JONES of North Carolina. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield 3 minutes to the 
gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. 
STUDDS]. 

Mr. STUDDS. I thank the gentle
man for yielding this time to me. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong sup
port of H.R. 2121, legislation to reau
thorize Federal support for State 
coastal zone management programs 
through the end of 1991. I believe 
coastal zone management has worked 
well; it has served the interests of our 
Nation in the balanced and prudent 
use of our limited coastal resources; 
and it has established a useful and du
rable partnership between the Federal 
Government and State governments 
on issues affecting the coasts. 

Five years ago, I authored the Coast
al Zone Management Act Amendments 
of 1980. As chairman of the House 
Subcommittee on Oceanography at 
the time, I conducted a comprehensive 
series of hearings throughout the 
country on coastal zone management. 
Those hearings established a record 
that demonstrated clearly the value 
that this program has had for the 
country, as well as the difficulty of 
planning for the balanced use of coast
al resources in the face of ever-increas
ing economc, environmental, and rec
reational pressures. The events of the 
past 5 years have not altered the fun
damental importance of this program 
to the well-being of our coastal areas, 
nor have they diminished the value of 
the Federal-State cooperative mecha
nisms that are part of the law. 

Although continuing a program of 
proven value to our country, the legis
lation before us today does reflect the 
changing times. The bill calls for a 
smaller, more focused coastal zone 
management law with State govern
ment responsible for an increasingly 
large share of the financial cost of the 
program. The bill will guarantee the 
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continuation of coastal zone manage
ment, emphasizing those parts of the 
program, such as estuarine sanctuaries 
and basic management grants, that 
have proven to be of greatest value in 
recent years. 

During the hearings before the 
Oceanography Subcommittee this 
spring, we heard virtually unanimous 
support for the continuation of this 
program from representatives of the 
States and from coastal and environ
mental groups. But I was especially 
pleased by the testimony of Mr. Edwin 
Sidman, president of the Beacon com
panies, a Boston real estate develop
ment firm that is currently involved in 
Rowes Wharf, a massive multiuse de
velopment project on the last piece of 
undeveloped downtown waterfront in 
Boston. This developer praised the 
CZM Program for "Establishing a pol
icymaking forum that facilitates con
sistency in the application of Federal 
and State policies as to the develop
ment, use, and conservation of our 
precious coastal zone areas." The only 
dissenting voice at our hearings came, 
unfortunately, from the administra
tion. The only reason given for opposi
tion was that the program was work
ing so well that it should be financed 
entirely by the States. Only in this ad
ministration could a program's success 
be used as the justification for its ter
mination. 

Although I have no hesitation in 
supporting H.R. 2121, I do note with 
disappointment our failure in this bill 
to address satisfactorily the Supreme 
Court discision of January 1984 re
garding the question of OCS lease 
sales and consistency with the CZM 
Program. 

The Court decision to the contrary, 
the fact is that OCS lease sales do "di
rectly affect" the coastal zone. For 
this reason, they should be subject to 
the consistency requirements of ·sec
tion 307(c) of this act. I continue to be
lieve that Congress has a responsibil
ity to deal with this issue, but I am 
willing to concede that this is not the 
ideal time, nor the ideal legislation, in 
which to confront this question. 

Coastal zone management embodies 
a partnership between the Federal 
Government and State governments 
that has worked well. It is a model of 
that most conservative of doctrines
federalism, for it reflects interests re
sponsive not simply to the narrow con
cerns of the Federal Government or 
particular State governments. On the 
contrary, coastal zone management 
has furthered the truly broad and na
tional interest in policies that strike a 
balance between economic develop
ment and environmental protection in 
the coastal zone. Support for this leg
islation is not a partisan issue; it is not 
a regional issue; it is a question of 
common sense and support for a pro
gram that has worked in the past, that 
is working today, and that has much 

more to contribute to the economy 
and ecology of our country in the 
years ahead. 

I want to congratulate the distin
guished chairwoman of the Oceanog
raphy Subcommittee, Ms. MIKULSKI, 
for her leadership in this issue, and I 
urge approval of the bill. 

Mr. JONES of North Carolina. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield 3 minutes to the 
gentleman from California [Mr. PA
NETTA]. 

Mr. PANETI'A. I thank the gentle
man for yielding this time to me. 

Mr. Chairman, as many know, I had 
intended to offer an amendment on 
the issue of Federal consistency. I feel 
very strongly about this issue in terms 
of the State and communities ability 
to be heard on issues that impact on 
the coast. 

In January 1984, the Supreme Court 
found that because OCS oil and gas 
lease sales occur outside the coastal 
zone, it cannot directly affect the 
coastal zone and, therefore, are not 
subject to the consistency provision of 
the CZMA. I think that is contrary to 
the basic intent of Congress in the 
provisions that were contained in 
CZMA initially. 

The amendment I would have of
fered would have asserted congression
al intent that Federal activities on 
OCS, including lease sales, should be 
subject to the consistency provision. 
My goal is to return to the States the 
authority they had before the Su
preme Court and to give them a say in 
the major activities which affect their 
coastlines. 

This amendment, it seems to me, 
would have represented a return to co
operative federalism, which is the 
basis for CZMA. I understand the con
cerns about reauthorization and it is 
my view that having a bill, a reauthor
ization of CZMA, is much more impor
tant, obviously, than having no bill at 
all, and I do not want to jeopardize the 
opportunity for this legislation to be 
adopted. 

For that reason, I do not intend to 
offer such an amendment, but I want 
it conditioned on a commitment from 
the committee to address the consist
ency issue. I would expect the commit
tee, the subcommittee, to hold hear
ings when and if decisions of the 
courts or actions of the administration 
occur which would erode the intent of 
Congress on this issue of consistency. 

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. PANETI'A. I yield to the gentle
woman from Maryland for a response 
on that. 

Ms. MIKULSKI. I thank the gentle
man for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise to give the gen
tleman those assurances. I want to 
thank him for his remarks and his co
operation in reauthorizing the CZMA. 
My colleague and I are interested in 
the issues raised by my friend, the 

gentleman from California, and the 
Subcommittee on Oceanography will 
continue to study them and to take 
whatever action is necessary and ap
propriate to improve the consistency 
review procedures. 

If there is any serious threat that 
these procedures will be weakened, I 
can assure my colleague that the Sub
committee on Oceanography will hold 
such oversight hearings. I thank the 
gentleman for his cooperation, gallant
ry, and common sense. 

Mr. PANETI'A. I thank the gentle
woman for her comments, and also for 
her leadership on this issue as she 
brings it to the floor. I look forward to 
working with her and working with 
the minority side on ensuring that the 
State's voices and the communities' 
voices are heard on an issue that can 
surely impact on the people in those 
areas. 

Mr. JONES of North Carolina. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to the 
gentleman from New york [Mr. 
MANTON]. 

Mr. MANTON. I thank the gentle
man for yielding this time to me. 

Mr. Chairman, rise to give my full 
support to H.R. 2121, the reauthoriza
tion of the Coastal Zone Management 
Act of 1985. I wholeheartedly com
mend the chairwoman and the mem
bers of the Subcommittee on Oceanog
raphy, and the chairman and the 
members of the Committee on Mer
chant Marine and Fisheries for pre
senting the House with a compromise 
which strikes a fair balance between 
oil and gas development on the Outer 
Continental Shelf and the rational use 
of our coastal resources for tourists, 
recreation and commercial fishing. 

Since 1972, when the Coastal Zone 
Management Act was first enacted, 
Congress has recognized the impor
tant national interests which are 
achieved by effective coastal zone 
management. With this legislature 
foresight our country has benefited 
from the resurgence of an economic 
and environmental vitality in our Na
tion's coastal areas. The extraordinary 
success in applying Federal coastal 
zone management funds to economic 
development projects, in managing the 
Nation's coastal resources, and stream
lining administrative decisionmaking, 
may all be attributed to the reauthor
ization of this law and continued Fed
eral involvement with program over
sight and funding. 

I am particularly pleased to support 
a new measure in the Coastal Zone 
Management Act which provides for 
the national estuarine sanctuary re
search system. We now have designat
ed 15 national estuarine sanctuaries, 
therefore, it is most appropriate to 
specifically identify nationally signifi
cant estuaries which are threatened by 
pollution, development, overuse or de
pletion of their natural resources. 
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Through their designation as national 
estuarine research sanctuaries, they 
will be utilized for the orderly inter
governmental planning processes pro
vided for within the act. 

Although my colleagues on the com
mittee would prefer greater funding 
levels than are provided for in the cur
rent reauthorization all of us on the 
committee are aware of the need tore
spect budget constraints and the limi
tations set by this body on all authori
zations. Despite the reduced authori
zation in this bill this legislation is 
still an important step in providing 
States with a strong incentive to serve 
local and national interests by devel
oping and implementing coastal pro
grams. 

Again, I commend the gentlewoman 
from Maryland and the gentleman 
from North Carolina for their excel
lent work and urge passage of H.R. 
2121. 

Mr. LOWRY of Washington. Mr. 
Chairman, I rise in strong support of 
H.R. 2121, a bill to provide for the au
thorization of the Coastal Zone Man
agement Act of 1972. 

I would first like to thank my col
leagues on the Oceanography Subcom
mittee, Chairwoman MIKULSKI and 
ranking minority member, Mr. SHUM
WAY, for their leadership in bringing 
this bill to the floor today. Both have 
done an outstanding job in developing 
a bill to reauthorize this vital coastal 
program. 

H.R. 2121 provides for the continued 
distribution of Federal financial assist
ance to the coastal States for the de
velopment and implementation of 
State coastal zone management pro
grams. The proportion of Federal 
funding will gradually be phased down 
from the current 80 percent to 50 per
cent in 1989. This Federal financial as
sistance has been extremely beneficial 
to the State of Washington in the 
past, and is essential to the continued 
vitality of the coastal programs in 
many coastal States. 

In 1976, Washington became the 
first State to gain Federal approval for 
its Coastal Zone Management Pro
gram. Since then, numerous projects 
have been initiated with CZM funds to 
improve the Washington coastline. 
For example, Tacoma, W A, applied a 
$25,000 CZM grant to upgrade its 
Ruston Way waterfront. This seed 
money attracted $10 million in private 
investment and another $9 million in 
State and local funds for park acquisi
tion and development. 

H.R. 2121 also amends section 315 of 
the CZMA by renaming the existing 
estuarine sanctuaries as national estu
arine reserves and providing further 
guidance to NOAA and the coastal 
States regarding the research pur
poses of the estuarine reserves. 

Mr. Chairman, the Coastal Zone 
Management Act has been extremely 
important to the people of the coastal 

States and the Nation in providing for 
the preservation, protection, develop
ment, restoration, and enhancement 
of the resources of the coastal zone. I 
strongly support H.R. 2121, and urge 
its passage today. 

0 1900 
Mr. SHUMWAY. I have no further 

requests for time, Mr. Chairman, and I 
yield back the balance of my time. 

Mr. JONES of North Carolina. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield back the balance of 
my time. 

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the 
rule, the committee amendment in the 
nature of a substitute now reported in 
the committee bill shall be considered 
as an original bill for the purpose of 
amendment, and each section shall be 
considered as having been read. 

The Clerk will designate section 1. 
The text of section 1 is as follows: 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 

Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, 

SHORT TITLE 
SECTION 1. This Act may be cited as the 

"Coastal Zone Management Reauthoriza
tion Act of 1985". 

Mr. JONES of North Carolina. Mr. 
Chairman, I ask unanimous consent 
that the remainder of the committee 
amendment in the nature of a substi
tute be printed in the RECORD and 
open to amendment at any point. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
North Carolina? 

There was no objection. 
The text of the remainder of the 

committee amendment in the nature 
of a substitute is as follows: 

REFERENCE 
SEC. 2. Whenever in this Act an amend

ment or repeal is expressed in terms of an 
amendment, or repeal, of a section, subsec
tion, paragraph, or other provision, the ref
erence is to be considered to be made to a 
section, subsection, paragraph, or other pro
vision of the Coastal Zone Management Act 
of 1972 <16 U.S.C. 1451 et seq.) unless other
wise specified. 

REDUCTION OF ADMINISTRATIVE GRANTS 
SEc. 3. <a> Section 312<c> <16 U.S.C. 

1458<c» is amended by striking "if the Sec
retary determines" and all that follows 
thereafter and inserting in lieu thereof the 
following: "if the Secretary determines that 
the coastal state-

"(!) is failing to make significant improve
ment in achieving the coastal management 
objectives specified in section 303<2> <A> 
through <I>; or 

"(2) is failing to make satisfactory 
progress in providing in its management 
program for the matters referred to in sec
tion 306(i) <A> and <B>.". 

<b><l> Subsection <a> of section 306 of the 
Coastal Zone Management Act of 1972 <16 
U.S.C. 1455) is amended by striking, "The 
Secretary may" and all that follows through 
"if the Secretary-" and substituting in lieu 
thereof the following: "The Secretary may 
make grants to any coastal state for the 
purpose of administering that state's man
agement program, if the state provides for 
the applicable fiscal year: 20 per centum of 

the grant for fiscal year 1986; 30 per centum 
of the grant for fiscal year 1987; 40 per 
centum of the grant for fiscal year 1988; and 
50 per centum of the grant for each fiscal 
year thereafter. The Secretary may make 
the grant only if the Secretary-". 

<2> Section 306A is amended by striking 
section (d)<l) and substituting in lieu there
of the following: 

"(d)(l) The Secretary may make grants to 
any coastal state for the purpose of carrying 
out the project or purpose for which such 
grants are awarded, if the state provides for 
the applicable fiscal year: 20 per centum of 
the grant for fiscal year 1986; 30 per centum 
of the grant for fiscal year 1987; 40 per 
centum of the grant for fiscal year 1988; and 
50 per centum of the grant for each fiscal 
year thereafter.". 

<c> Section 306(g) <16 U.S.C. 1455) is 
amended by deleting the second sentence, 
and inserting in lieu thereof the following: 
"The state shall promptly notify the Secre
tary of any amendment or modification and 
submit it for Secretarial approval. The Sec
retary may suspend all or part of any grant 
made under this section pending state sub
mission of the amendment or modifica
tion.". 

NATIONAL ESTUARINE RESERVE RESEARCH 
SYSTEM 

SEc. 4. Section 315 06 U.S.C. 1461> is 
amended to read as follows: 

"NATIONAL ESTUARINE RESERVE RESEARCH 
SYSTEM 

"(a) ESTABLISHMENT OF THE SYSTEM.
There is established the National Estuarine 
Reserve Research System <hereinafter re
ferred to in this section as the 'System'> 
that consists of-

"( 1 > each estuarine sanctuary designated 
under this section as in effect before Octo
ber 1, 1985; and 

"(2) each estuarine area designated as a 
national estuarine reserve under subsection 
(b). ' 

Each estuarine sanctuary referred to in 
paragraph <1 > is hereby designated as a na
tional estuarine reserve. 

"(b) DESIGNATION OF NATIONAL ESTUARINE 
RESERVES.-After September 30, 1985, the 
Secretary may designate an estuarine area 
as a national estuarine reserve if-

"(1) the Governor of the coastal state in 
which the area is located nominates the 
area for that designation; and 

"<2> the Secretary finds that-
"<A> the area is a representative estuarine 

ecosystem that is suitable for long-term re
search and contributes to the biogeographi
cal and typological balance of the System; 

"<B> the law of the coastal state provides 
long-term protection for reserve resources 
to ensure a stable environment for research; 

"<C> designation of the area as a reserve 
will serve to enhance public awareness and 
understanding of estuarine areas, and pro
vide suitable opportunities for public educa
tion and interpretation; and 

"<D> the coastal state in which the area is 
located has complied with the requirements 
of any regulations issued by the Secretary 
to implement this section. 

"(C) ESTUARINE RESEARCH GUIDELINES.
The Secretary shall develop guidelines for 
the conduct of research within the System 
that shall include-

"<1> a mechanism for identifying, and es
tablishing priorities among, the coastal 
management issues that should be ad
dressed through coordinated research 
within the System; 
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"(2) the establishment of common re

search principles and objectives to guide the 
development of research programs within 
the System; 

"(3) the identification of uniform research 
methodologies which will ensure compara
bility of data, the broadest application of re
search results, and the maximum use -of the 
System for research purposes; 

"(4) the establishment of performance 
standards upon which the effectiveness of 
the research efforts and the value of re
serves within the System in addressing the 
coastal management issues identified in sub
section < 1) may be measured; and 

"(5) the consideration of additional 
sources of funds for estuarine research than 
the funds authorized under this Act, and 
strategies for encouraging the use of such 
funds within the System, with particular 
emphasis on mechanisms established under 
subsection (d). 
In developing the guidelines under this sec
tion, the Secretary shall consult with promi
nent members of the estuarine research 
community. 

"(d) PROMOTION AND COORDINATION OF Es
TUARINE RESEARCH.-The Secretary shall 
take such action as is necessary to promote 
and coordinate the use of the System for re
search purposes including-

"(1) requiring that the National Oceanic 
and Atmospheric Administration, in con
ducting or supporting estuarine research, 
give priority consideration to research that 
uses the System; and 

"(2) consulting with other Federal and 
state agencies to promote use of one or 
more reserves within the system by such 
agencies when conducting estuarine re
search. 

"(e) FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE.-0) The Sec
retary may, in accordance with such rules 
and regulations as the Secretary shall pro
mulgate, make grants-

"<A> to a coastal state-
"(i) for purposes of acquiring such lands 

and waters, and any property interests 
therein, as are necessary to ensure the ap
propriate long-term management of an area 
as a national estuarine reserve, 

"(ii) for purposes of operating or manag
ing a national estuarine reserve and con
structing appropriate reserve facilities, or 

"(iii) for purposes of conducting educa
tional or interpretive activities; and 

"(B) to any coastal state or public or pri
vate person for purposes of supporting re
search and monitoring within a national es
tuarine reserve that are consistent with the 
research guidelines developed under subsec
tion <c>. 

"(2) Financial assistance provided under 
paragraph < 1 > shall be subject to such terms 
and conditions as the Secretary considers 
necessary or appropriate to protect the in
terests of the United States, including re
quiring coastal states to execute suitable 
title documents setting forth the property 
interest or interests of the United States in 
any lands and waters acquired in whole or 
part with such financial assistance. 

"<3><A> The amount of the financial as
sistance provided under paragraph < l><A><D 
of subsection <e> with respect to the acquisi
tion of lands and waters, or interests there
in, for any one national estuarine reserve 
may not exceed an amount equal to 50 per
cent of the costs of the lands, waters, and 
interests therein or $4,000,000, whichever 
amount is less. 

"<B> The amount of the financial assist
ance provided under paragraph < 1 ><A><ii> 
and (iii) and paragraph <l><B> of subsection 

<e> may not exceed 50 percent of the costs 
incurred to achieve the purposes described 
in those paragraphs with respect to a re
serve. 

"(f) EVALUATION OF SYSTEM PERFORM
ANCE.-( 1) The Secretary shall periodically 
evaluate the operation and management of 
each national estuarine reserve, including 
education and interpretive activities, and 
the research being conducted within the re
serve. 

"(2) If evaluation under paragraph {1) re
veals that the operation and management of 
the reserve is deficient, or that the research 
being conducted within the reserve is not 
consistent with the research guideliiles de
veloped under subsection (c), the Secretary 
may suspend the eligibility of that reserve 
for financial assistance under subsection <e) 
until the deficiency or inconsistency is rem
edied. 

"(3) The Secretary may withdraw the des
ignation of an estuarine area as a national 
estuarine reserve if evaluation under para
graph < 1) reveals that-

"(A) the basis for any one or more of the 
findings made under subsection (b)(2) re
garding that area no longer exists; or 

"(B) a substantial portion of the research 
conducted within the area, over a period of 
years, has not been consistent with the re
search guidelines developed under subsec
tion (c). 

"(g) ANNuAL REPORT.-Beginning with 
fiscal year 1986, the Secretary shall provide 
to the Congress an annual report that sets 
forth, with respect to the period covered by 
the report-

"<1) new designations of national extuar
ine reserves; 

"(2) any expansion of existing national es
tuarine reserves; 

"(3) the status of the research program 
being conducted within the System; and 

"(4) a summary of the evaluations made 
under subsection (f). The Secretary shall 
submit the report within three months after 
the end of the fiscal year covered by the 
report.". 

REPEALS 

SEc. 5. The following are repealed: 
<1> Section 310 <16 U.S.C. 1456c; relating 

to research and technical assistance pro
grams and grants). 

(2) Section 314 <16 U.S.C. 1460; establish
ing the Coastal Zone Management Advisory 
Committee). 

(3) Subsection <c> of section 15 of the 
Coastal Zone Management Act Amendments 
of 1976, Public Law 94-370 <16 U.S.C. 1451 
note; relating to certain additional person
nel positions). 

AUTHORIZATIONS OF APPROPRIATIONS 
SEc. 6. Section 318 <16 U.S.C. 1464) is 

amended as follows: 
(1) Subsection <a> is amended-
<A> by amending paragraph (1) to read as 

follows: 
"<1) Such sums, not to exceed $40,000,000 

for the fiscal year ending September 30, 
1986, $38,000,000 for the fiscal year ending 
September 30, 1987, $36,000,000 for the 
fiscal year ending September 30, 1988, 
$35,000,000 for each of the the fiscal years 
ending September 30, 1989, September 30, 
1990, and September 30, 1991, as may be 
necessary for grants under section 306, to 
remain available until expended;". 

<B> By amending paragraph <2>-
(i) by striking "$20,000,000 and inserting 

in lieu thereof "$16,000,000", and 
<ii> by striking "September 30, 1985,'" and 

inserting in lieu thereof "September 30, 
1991,''; 

<C> by amending paragraph <4> by striking 
"September 30, 1985,'' and inserting in lieu 
thereof "September 30, 1991,''; 

<D> by amending paragraph (5) by striking 
"September 30, 1985,'' and inserting in lieu 
thereof "September 30, 1991,''; and 

<E> by amending paragraph <6>-
(i) by striking "$6,000,000" and inserting 

in lieu thereof "$5,000,000", and 
<ii> by striking "September 30, 1985,'' and 

inserting in lieu thereof "September 30, 
1991,". 

EFFECTIVE DATE 
SEc. 7. This Act takes effect October 1, 

1985. 
AMENDMENTS OFFERED BY MR. JONES OF NORTH 

CAROLINA 
Mr. JONES of North Carolina. Mr. 

Chairman, I offer two amendments, 
and I ask unanimous consent that 
they be considered en bloc. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
North Carolina? 

There was no objection. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendments offered by Mr. JoNES of 

North Carolina: Strike all of SEc. 6 and 
insert in lieu thereof the following new SEc. 
6: 

"SEc. 6. Section 318 <16 U.S.C. 1464) is 
amended as follows: 

<1> subsection <a> is amended-
<A> by amending paragraph <1> to read as 

follows: 
'(1) such sums, not to exceed $36,000,000 

for the fiscal year ending September 30, 
1986; $36,600,000 for the fiscal year ending 
September 30, 1987; $37,900,000 for the 
fiscal year ending September 30, 1988; 
$38,800,000 for the fiscal year ending Sep
tember 30, 1989; and $40,600,000 for the 
fiscal year ending September 30, 1990, as 
may be necessary for grants under sections 
306 and 306A, to remain available until ex
pended;'. 

<B> By striking paragraph (2) and renum
bering subsequent paragraphs-

( C) By amending the new paragraph <3> to 
read as follows: 

'(3) such sums not to exceed $1,000,000 for 
the fiscal year ending September 30, 1986; 
and $1,500,000 for each of the fiscal years 
occurring during the period beginning Octo
ber 1, 1986 and ending September 30, 1990, 
as may be necessary for grants under sec
tion 309, to remain available until expend
ed;' 

<D> By amending the new paragraph <4> 
to read as follows: 

'(4) such sums not to exceed $2,930,000 for 
the fiscal year ending September 30, 1986; 
$3,800,000 for the fiscal year ending Sep
tember 30, 1987; $4,500,000 for the fiscal 
year ending September 30, 1988; $5,000,000 
for the fiscal year ending September 30, 
1989; and $5,500,000 for the fiscal year 
ending September 30, 1990, as may be neces
sary, for grants under section 315, to remain 
available until expended; and 

<E> by amending the new paragraph <5> to 
read as follows: 

'(5) such sums not to exceed $3,300,000 for 
the fiscal year ending September 30, 1986; 
$3,300,000 for the fiscal year ending Sep
tember 30, 1987; $3,300,000 for the fiscal 
year ending September 30, 1988; $4,000,000 

. for the fiscal year ending September 30, 
1989; and $4,000,000 for the fiscal year 
ending September 30, 1990, as may be neces-
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sary for administrative expenses incident to 
the administration of this title.' " 

At the end of the bill, add a new Sec. 8, as 
follows: 

"TECHNICAL AMENDMENT 

SEc. 8. Section 308Ch> 06 U.S.C. 1457(h)) 
is amended by deleting 'subsections Cc)(l)' 
each place it appears and inserting instead 
'subsections (c)'.'' 

Mr. JONES of North Carolina 
(during the reading). Mr. Chairman, I 
ask unanimous consent that the 
amendments be considered as read and 
printed in the RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
North Carolina? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. JONES of North Carolina. Mr. 

Chairman, the amendments which we 
now bring before the Members pro
pose to freeze the authorization levels 
in H.R. 2121. Authorized levels for 
fiscal year 1986 are frozen at the level 
of fiscal year 1985 appropriations. In 
subsequent years, authorized levels 
rise only to the extent necessary to ac
commodate the expected rate of infla
tion-4¥2 percent per year. The term 
of authorization is reduced to 5 years. 

I want to make clear the intent of 
this amendment. This is a deficit re
duction amendment. It reflects the 
strong desire of the members of the 
Committee on Merchant Marine and 
Fisheries to control the deficit. Over 
the 5-year term of this authorization, 
it will save $193 million as compared to 
currently authorized levels. It does not 
reflect any intent to phase out this or 
phase down this critical program. 

Extensive hearings before my com
mittee clearly demonstrated the im
portant national interests being served 
through this program. Many of these 
have been explained in detail in our 
committee report. In view of these na
tional interests, the committee recom
mended what I consider to be justified 
authorization levels. These levels 
should be considered to reflect the 
committee's view of the value and ac
complishments of this program. 

However, we also realize the impor
tance of deficit reduction. Thus, we 
are proposing freeze in Federal ex
penditures under the CZMA. In combi
nation with other aspects of this bill, 
such as provisions to increase State 
matching contributions, the total level 
of support for coastal management 
will increase over time. Therefore, this 
amendment will aid deficit reduction 
efforts, while safeguarding the nation
al interests in wise coastal manage
ment. 

The second part of this amendment 
makes a purely technical adjustment 
in section 308(h) of the CZMA. The 
amendment would clarify that section 
308(c)(2) grants to assist State partici
pation in Outer Continental Shelf 
leasing, may be financed through the 
coastal energy impact fund. This 
amendment is offered entirely for pur-

poses of clarification. It does not alter 
congressional intent or deviate from 
current agency practice in administer
ing this provision. 

I urge my colleagues to support 
these amendments. 

Mr. SHUMWAY. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise in support of the amendments 
being offered by our committee's dis
tinguished chairman, Mr. JONES. 

Mr. Chairman, by freezing the 
CZMA authorizations at last year's ap
propriations levels, and only allowing 
for an increase to offset inflation, this 
amendment will reduce the authoriza
tion levels for the CZMA by $193 mil
lion over the next 5 years. Moreover, 
this amendment leaves intact a provi
sion which will gradually phase down 
the funding formula from the present 
80 to 20 Federal/State ratio to a more 
appropriate 50 to 50 ratio. In doing so, 
this legislation will not jeopardize our 
Nation's coastal areas by jeopardizing 
the program, but in fact it will allow 
for an increase in the overall program, 
not at Federal expense, but by requir
ing an increased State match for these 
CZM grants. 

Mr. Chairman, this amendment is 
fiscally responsible; it will ensure that 
the overall appropriation for the vari
ous programs under the CZMA will, 
for the next 5 years, never exceed, in 
terms of real dollars, the appropria
tions for the CZMA made in fiscal 
year 1985. Of course, the appropria
tions process always allows for less 
than authorized appropriations, and 
considering the shift in the Federal/ 
State ratio, it is my belief that future 
appropriations may not even need to 
reach as high as this bill's authoriza
tion ceilings in the upcoming years. 

Again, I support Mr. JoNEs' amend
ment, and I commend him for his con
cern for our Nation's fiscal shortfall, 
as well as his longstanding concern for 
our Nation's valuable coastal areas. 

Mr. LENT. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. SHUMWAY. I yield to the gen
tleman from New York. 

Mr. LENT. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
support of the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from North Carolina, 
the chairman of the Merchant Marine 
and Fisheries Committee. This amend
ment is offered on behalf of the bipar
tisan leadership of the committee. 

The amendment refines what I be
lieve is already a fiscally responsible 
approach by the committee to the re
authorization of the Coastal Zone 
Management Act. It would further 
reduce authorization levels for the 
various sections of the Coastal Zone 
Management Act through fiscal year 
1990. I note, for my colleagues on this 
side of aisle, that the approach taken 
in this amendment-which is basically 
a freeze for fiscal year 1986 at fiscal 
year 1985 appropriation levels, and 
then adding a 4.5-percent inflation 
factor for the outyears-is virtually 

identical to the approach which has 
been adopted by the Senate Commerce 
Committee in its bill reauthorizing the 
Coastal Zone Management Act <S. 
959). 

This amendment provides a very 
substantial savings, when compared 
with authorization levels in existing 
law, and when compared with authori
zation levels in H.R. 2121, as reported. 
As compared to authorizations under 
current law, savings for fiscal year 
1986 would be $42.77 million-a 50-per
cent savings-and for fiscal years 
1986-90, the cumulative savings would 
be $193.50 million-a 45-percent sav
ings. 

As compared to H.R. 2121, as report
ed, the amendment saves $29.77 mil
lion for fiscal year 1986-a 41-percent 
savings-and fiscal years 1986-90, 
there is a cumulative savings of 
$112.05 million-a 32-percent savings. 

In short, this amendment provides 
very substantial savings as compared 
to both current law and the bill under 
consideration, and is as close to a 
freeze amendment in terms of the 
most recent appropriation as one rea
sonably can get. I am informed by the 
policy level officials at NOAA that this 
amendment is most welcome to them. 
I urge my colleagues on this side of 
the aisle to support the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from North 
Carolina. 

Mr. MORRISON of Connecticut. 
Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. SHUMWAY. I am happy to 
yield to the gentleman from Connecti
cut. 

Mr. MORRISON of Connecticut. 
Mr. Chairman, I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise also to support 
the amendment, as well as the bill as a 
whole, and to commend the chairman 
of the committee and the chairman of 
the subcommittee, the gentlewoman 
from Maryland [Ms. MIKULSKI], for 
their leadership on the bill and also 
for making the hard decisions neces
sary to come in within a freeze level 
for 1986 and at the same time make an 
important program function within 
tight budget constraints. 

Mr. SHUMWAY. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman from Connecti
cut [Mr. MORRISON], and I yield back 
the balance of my time. 

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise to support the 
committee's amendment to reduce the 
authorized spending levels in H.R. 
2121 to the fiscal year 1985 appropria
tions under the CZMA. This freeze 
will amount to a savings over current 
authorized levels of more than $193 
million over a 5-year period which 
amounts to a savings of about 45 per
cent. 
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This amendment will make a signifi

cant reduction in the authorized 
spending levels for the National Coast
al Zone Management Program. At the 
same time, my colleagues and I on the 
Merchant Marine and Fisheries Com
mittee want to preserve the integrity 
of this program. We believe this 
amendment will do that in a fiscally 
sound manner. 

I believe that we have provided suffi
cient funds to maintain the current 
State coastal programs. We have also 
allowed for a modest increase during 
the years 1987-90 to provide for in
creased program costs. 

Mr. Chairman, I urge my colleagues 
to support the committee's amend
ment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendments offered by the gen
tleman from North Carolina [Mr. 
JONES]. 

The amendments were agreed to. 
The CHAIRMAN. Are there further 

amendments? 
If not, the question is on the com

mittee amendment in the nature of a 
substitute, as amended. 

The committee amendment in the 
nature of a substitute, as amended, 
was agreed to. 

The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, 
the Committee rises. 

Accordingly the Committee rose; 
and the Speaker pro tempore <Mr. 
GuARINI) having assumed the chair, 
Mr. BoNER of Tennessee, Chairman of 
the Committee of the Whole House on 
the State of the Union, reported that 
that Committee, having had under 
consideration the bill <H.R. 2121> to 
provide for the reauthorization of the 
Coastal Zone Management Act of 
1972, and for other purposes, pursuant 
to House Resolution 214, he reported 
the bill back to the House with an 
amendment adopted by the Commit
tee of the Whole. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the rule, the previous question is or
dered. 

Is a separate vote demanded on any 
amendment to the committee amend
ment in the nature of a substitute 
adopted by the Committee of the 
Whole? If not, the question is on the 
amendment. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The bill was ordered to be engrossed 

and read a third time, was read the 
third time, and passed, and a motion 
to reconsider was laid on the table. 

0 1910 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mr. JONES of North Carolina. Mr. 

Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that 
all Members may have 5 legislative 
days in which to revise and extend 
their remarks on H.R. 2121, the bill 
just passed. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the request to the 
gentleman from North Carolina? 

There was no objection. 

NEW DEFERRAL OF BUDGET AU
THORITY FOR 1985 FOR 
UNITED STATES INFORMATION 
AGENCY -MESSAGE FROM THE 
PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED 
STATES <H. DOC. NO. 99-90) 
The SPEAKER pro tempore laid 

before the House the following mes
sage from the President of the United 
States; which was read and, together 
with the accompanying papers, with
out objection, referred to the Commit
tee on Appropriations and ordered to 
be printed. 

<For message, see proceedings of the 
Senate of today, July 30, 1985.) 

PERMISSION FOR SUBCOMMIT
TEE ON PUBLIC BUILDINGS 
AND GROUNDS OF COMMIT
TEE ON PUBLIC WORKS AND 
TRANSPORTATION TO SIT 
DURING 5-MINUTE RULE ON 
THURSDAY, AUGUST 1, 1985 
Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Subcom
mittee on Public Buildings and 
Grounds of the Committee on Public 
Works and Transportation be permit
ted to sit during the 5-minute rule on 
Thursday, August 1, 1985. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Maryland [Mr. 
HOYER]? 

Mr. BARTLETT. Reserving the 
right to object, Mr. Speaker, we do not 
have a clearance from the minority 
leadership over here. 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. BARTLETT. I yield to the gen
tleman from Maryland. 

Mr. HOYER. The gentleman from 
Florida, Mr. CLAY SHAw, has cleared 
this as the ranking member. 

Mr. BARTLETT. Mr. Speaker, fur
ther reserving the right to object, 
would the gentleman repeat the exact 
request? 

Mr. HOYER. We are asking unani
mous consent that the Subcommittee 
on Public Buildings and Grounds of 
the Committee on Public Works and 
Transportation be permitted to sit 
during the 5-minute rule on Thursday, 
August 1, 1985. 

It is my understanding that the gen
tleman from Florida, Mr. CLAY SHAw 
has in fact cleared this request. ' 

Mr. BARTLETT. Mr. Speaker, I 
withdraw my reservation of objection. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Maryland [Mr. 
HOYER]? 

There was no objection. 

AMERICA-LAND OF 
OPPORTUNITY 

<Mr. STRANG asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute, to revise and extend his re
marks, and to include extraneous ma
terial.) 
. Mr. STRANG. Mr. Speaker, the abil
Ity to communicate is obviously an im
portant skill and talent. I would like to 
bring to the attention of my col
leagues a young woman in the Third 
District of Colorado who recently dis
played her forensic skills by winning a 
statewide high school speech contest. 

Rebecca Harwood, a junior at Roar
ing Fork High School in my hometown 
of Carbondale, was the winner of the 
second annual Abraham Lincoln Foun
dation's "land of opportunity" speech 
contest. 

Rebecca's speech explains with clear 
logic why we should never take our 
freedoms in this country for granted 
and she does it with beautiful flow of 
words and ideas. I commend it to your 
reading. 

I urge my colleagues to take advan
tage of this nonpartisan program and 
to help expand it next year across the 
Nation so all lOth, 11th and 12th 
grade students have the opportunity 
to express the growing resurgence of 
patriotism in America. 

AMERICA-LAND OF OPPORTUNITY 

America. We all know it has been labeled 
"the land of opportunity", but many Ameri
cans fail to realize why. We grow up in what 
most foreigners and refugees consider the 
most wonderful land and live a seemingly 
perfect life full of endless opportunity, that 
we as Americans, tend to overlook. We take 
for granted the freedom, which is ultimate
ly responsible for making America the land 
of opportunity, and the most important 
freedom we have is the freedom of choice. 

How would you like your government tell
ing you that you are only allowed one child, 
or that blue Jeans are illegal, or that Mo
nopoly and Chess are forbidden? Such items 
are common in America, yet many govern
ments don't grant their inhabitants such 
luxuries-yes, luxuries. Just try and buy a 
Walkman in Russia and you'll see what I 
mean. Our choices in the grocery store are 
practically unlimited and nowhere else can 
one find such a selection of fresh fruits and 
vegetables year-round. Even clothes make 
America great. Have you seen the latest 
fashions in Poland? Not too exciting. Why, I 
have the freedom to walk through town 
wearing a Hefty garbage bag, if I ever felt 
the urge. That is what I call freedom of 
choice! 

Our choices, however, extend beyond that 
of monetary purchases. Every person con
trols the fate of his or her own life. The 
amount and kind of education I receive is 
governed by me. I, like every one of you, 
have the freedom to be a doctor, homemak
er, mechanic-or even president. America 
has the wonderful privilege called free en
terprise. That means I can sell hubcaps le
gally, open up a law firm, or start a newspa
per without the government dictating what 
I am allowed to print. We have constructed 
laws against child and forced labor, and 
work is awarded accordingly, so I can be as 
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rich, or as poor, as I choose. Therefore, my 
fate lies in my own hands, not in those of 
the government. 

Our liberties cover that of religion also. 
Our country is a melting pot of every known 
religion, and even some of those not known. 
Religion is very much a part of our country, 
as it is most, but here we have the choice 
whether or not to believe, to participate, or 
support. We can, within reasonable limits, 
practice our religion any way we choose 
under the 1st amendment of the constitu
tion. Also protected by the first amendment 
is that of speech. In America we can talk 
freely without Government spies recording 
our words, or without fear that our neigh
bors are undercover fascist police who will 
turn us onto the mercy of the Third Reich. 
Nobody can dictate my choice of words, 
whether for this speech, or any other I 
might give. 

So, we all agree that America has privi
leges not bestowed upon other countries, so 
you might ask, "Why can't they all be like 
us?" Many were, at one point. They lost 
their freedom, though, as a child loses his 
privilege to eat cookies when he becomes ill 
from them. You see, they abused their 
rights, and when a government is on the 
verge of collapse, it turns to communism, 
where the government spends every one's 
money, because its people were not doing it 
well enough for themselves. It works up to a 
point, but that kind of extreme control 
leads to a society void of individual, creative 
thinking that is so vital to a growing world. 
America has a unique government which is 
difficult to maintain due to lack of control. 
Therefore, it is up to the people to make it 
work. To do this, we need to use our free
doms wisely. Our freedom to vote decides 
the fate of our country, yet only just over 
half of the population use it, and even less 
on the state, county, and town levels. An
other freedom frequently not taken advan
tage of is the freedom of speech, to take an 
active role in the government to make it 
what we want. Our country has drifted into 
a state of lethargic antipathy in which we 
criticize it for its faults, yet not do anything 
about them, which lowers the spirit causing 
depressions. We have lost the patriotism 
which we once had during the war, and even 
the American flag has lost the respect it de
serves. No longer is the Pledge of Allegiance 
said daily, or the flag displayed in most 
classrooms. I think that the degenerating 
Statue of Liberty symbolizes the degenerat
ing faith and pride we once had, and must 
retrieve to insure the country's well being. 

The difference then, must come from the 
people, so rather then ask what more your 
country can do for you, ask what you can do 
for your country. We have an exceptional 
system, that, like most things, is not fault
less, but is ever changing. We have power 
over the changes that occur, and we must 
use our freedom of choice to its benefit, not 
its downfall. Part of the change is simply re
alizing, why is America the land of opportu
nity? It is very difficult for an American to 
come up with an appropriate answer, and 
that is sad. We know we are free, but exact
ly what are we free to do? Once we under
stand the benefits of living here, we can ap
preciate them, and utilize what this country 
has to offer. It is our responsibility, as a 
whole, to make our country work, through 
changing our attitudes and displaying inter
est and pride, to show that freedom of the 
people produces a working, effective govern
ment. 

The freedoms our government has given 
us are costly to it. By granting us free enter-

prise, it has produced an enormous debt. By 
not controlling all money, the rich and poor 
classes are separating. Why is this your 
problem? Because you are America! You are 
the government, and you have the power to 
make the decisions that change it, for better 
or for worse. Our freedom of choice that we 
value so much can be used both ways. We 
can choose to ignore the elderly, the poor, 
the homeless, and the needy, and pretend it 
is our government's responsibility to protect 
them, or we can do something about the 
problems which threaten the stability of 
America. The people are what makes our 
country great, and if we honor and respect 
the land we live in, keeping our country 
united and strong, America will continue to 
be the leader of the world. We have a good 
thing going here, and realizing it is the first 
step to rekindling the flame of patriotism. 
Remember, dandelions only flourish where 
lawns are not tended. Because this is Amer
ica we together, have the ability, through 
our power of choice, to keep America, the 
land of opportunity. 

RESOLVING THE BUDGET 
CRISIS 

<Mr. PANETTA asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his 
remarks.) 

Mr. PANETTA. Mr. Speaker, this 
week Congress faces what probably 
will be its last opportunity this year to 
resolve the budget crisis. We are now 
2¥2 months past the May 15 deadline 
for passage of a budget. While the 
House and Senate have adopted sepa
rate resolutions, the conference has 
failed to find the essential ingredients 
for compromise. Part of the problem 
lies with the White House, which has 
provided little if any leadership over 
the past few months. Part of the prob
lem lies with partisan posturing on 
Capitol Hill. But the bottom line is 
clear to all Americans-Washington is 
failing to deal with the most severe 
deficit crisis that has ever faced this 
Nation. At a time when the budget 
process should be at its strongest, it is 
being undermined by confusion, con
tradiction, and double talk. 

Five appropriation bills have been 
passed in the House without a confer
ence agreement to enforce targets. 
The Ways and Means Committee, to 
its credit, has completed action on a 
reconciliation bill making some of the 
savings assumed in the House-passed 
budget resolution. But there is no 
guarantee that the rest of reconcilia
tion will be implemented. The House 
has had to resort to adopting a resolu
tion making its own budget resolution 
the conference report for purposes of 
enforcement. In short, the budget 
process is surviving, but it is full of 
holes, it is taking on water, and it is 
threatening to sink completely unless 
we end this ad hoc approach to budg
eting and fulfill our duties under the 
Budget Act. 

Actually the procedural difficulties 
are only half of the problem. GNP 
growth has fallen dramatically from 

projected levels, threatening to add to 
this year's budget deficit, which, in 
turn, will increase next year's interest 
payments on the debt. Furthermore, a 
weak economy this year puts in ques
tion the optimistic growth estimates of 
next year, which could mean even 
higher deficits still in fiscal year 1986. 
Even worse, many are still predicting a 
recession in 1986 or 1987, which means 
deficits could top $300 billion a year 
by the end of the decade. 

Yes, our appropriation bills have 
been frozen at prior year levels, but a 
simple freeze of discretionary spend
ing is not, unfortunately, a solution 
for $200 billion deficits. It is better 
than nothing, but it is not nearly 
enough. 

With the August recess a few days 
away, we appear to be in a game of 
budget musical chairs, where the goal 
is to make the last offer with the big
gest numbers before the Congress 
leaves town at the end of the week. 
Whichever political party is left with
out a chair to sit in when the music 
stops will, according to the strategists, 
lose the deficit public relations battle. 

But this is not a game that will be 
won by public relations-by 30-second 
TV spots showing scenes of morning in 
America, or afternoon in America or 
early evening in America. It will not be 
won by catchy slogans or fancy buzz
words. There will be no winners be
cause this crisis is not a partisan crisis, 
it is a national crisis. The failure to 
deal with $200 billion deficits will be a 
plague on the houses of both Demo
crats and Republicans. A nation in re
cession could care less about the de
tails of partisan bickering. They surely 
will remember the failure of both ex
ecutive and legislative branches to act 
when action was essential. 

But the game goes on. The House 
offer is denounced by the Senate. The 
Senate offer is undermined by the 
President. Now the talk is that the 
House should not even consider the 
Senate offer seriously since it has been 
rejected by the President. The strate
gy is simple: With the President not 
supporting the Senate plan, especially 
the call for a delay on the Social Secu
rity COLA and the oil-import fee, the 
House can ignore the Senate offer and 
blame the President for the failure of 
Congress to reach agreement on a 
budget. It is all like a sad version of 
Abbott and Costello's "who's on first" 
routine. 

Frankly, to some this sort of strate
gy might make sense in the marbled 
hallways of the U.S. Capitol. It might 
even make brilliant short-term politi
cal sense. But outside Washington, DC 
it looks like another dodge to avoid re
solving a critical problem. This ap
proach places the goals of making the 
Senate look bad or the President look 
inconsistent above the very solemn re
sponsibility we have to deal with the 
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greatest crisis facing this Nation: the 
deficit crisis. 

Most would agree that President 
Reagan has failed to provide strong 
leadership in the budget area. Instead 
of using his election mandate to build 
the essential coalition needed to make 
hard decisions on the budget, he plays 
business as usual. But Congress cannot 
let a President's failure weaken our re
solve to attack these yearly deficits of 
$200 billion and more. As the Speaker 
has said "two wrongs don't made a 
right." Two weak branches of govern
ment failing to grapple with the great
est economic issue of our day can 
cause devastating economic damage in 
the future. 

The Senate is not perfect, but at 
least, after months of budget hide and 
seek, we have on the bargaining table 
all the key ingredients for real deficit 
reduction: defense, entitlements, and 
taxes. Anyone who has looked at the 
Federal budget for 5 minutes can tell 
you that these areas have to be ad
dressed in any realistic deficit reduc
tion package. The Senate has finally 
acknowledged what the most basic 
arithmetic tells you, and now it is up 
to the House to respond with an offer 
which includes these essential compo
nents of deficit reduction. With a little 
more work, some bold action and some 
political courage, we can have a deficit 
reduction package with some real 
teeth in it by the end of the week re
gardless of where the President 
stands. 

The ball is really in Congress' court 
now-clear thinking tells us we are not 
going to get much political mileage 
out of trying to unload the deficit 
crisis onto the shoulders of a lame
duck President who is recovering from 
surgery, who is enormously popular 
with the American people and who 
genuinely does not give two hoots 
about budget deficits. Failure to join 
with the Senate this week to develop 
an ambitious deficit reduction package 
will not be forgiven by the American 
people no matter how much House 
Democrats and Senate Republicans 
point their fingers at the President or 
House Republicans point their fingers 
at the Senate leadership. 

The better strategy is to agree on 
deficit reductions through cuts in de
fense, entitlements, and revenue in
creases in a budget resolution, enforce 
those reductions through the reconcil
iation process and budget scorekeeping 
system, and then let the President 
deal with the political fallout if he 
chooses to veto any part of a true defi
cit reduction package. 

The American people are smart 
enough in that situation to judge who 
will be responsible for failing to deal 
with the deficit. But to stop now and 
do only a patchwork budget resolution 
is to capitulate to the pollyannas in 
and out of the White House who 

refuse to acknowledge the economic 
threat deficits pose for the Nation. 

We are in one of those situations 
where, as Benjamin Franklin said, 
"We must all hang together, or as
suredly we shall all hang separately." 
We can play games this week, worry 
over our press clippings that tell us 
whether we are winning the public re
lations battle and hope that there is a 
chair left when the deficit music stops, 
or we can find common ground with 
the Senate, agree on a budget resolu
tion that contains $60 or $70 billion in 
deficit reductions for the next fiscal 
year, come back in September and im
plement the budget through appro
priation bills and reconciliation. We 
will not regret rising above the de
mands of politics for this one effort at 
dealing with a crisis-there are still 
plenty of other games to be played 
and issues to distinguish our two great 
political parties by. But this is not one 
of them. Our reward for tough action 
will be a manageable deficit, a 
strengthened foundation for economic 
growth and the knowledge that we can 
tum to more positive debates over the 
future priorities of this Nation. Let us 
resolve this crisis now. 

AMERICA'S STEEL INDUSTRY 
NEEDS OUR HELP TO HELP 
ITSELF 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 

a previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
GAYDos] is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. GAYDOS. Mr. Speaker, in the 
years that many of us have been 
urging action to reduce the impact of 
imports on America's steel industry, 
our opponents claim that the steel in
dustry itself is responsible for its in
ability to compete, having failed to 
control its costs and having failed to 
introduce the new technology into its 
mills. 

Last year, as we all know, when Con
gress passed the Steel Stabilization 
Act as part of the omnibus trade pack
age, it included provisions that the 
steel industry reinvest the earnings 
anticipated from the results of the 
steel limitation agreements to be 
signed into their steel operations. 

I do not argue with that provision. It 
is an important one because it will 
ensure a commitment to steelmaking 
by those steel producers. 

What I do say, though, is that the 
steel industry, despite a contrary 
belief, has been and is making a deter
mined effort to seek new technological 
advances that will enable it to stay 
competitive with foreign steelmakers. 

There is a lot of effort going on by 
the steel industry, in some cases with 
the help of government and in some 
with no such assistance, to develop 
these new techniques and systems that 
will put the American steel industry in 
the forefront once again. 

I recently received a copy of testimo
ny offered by Dr. David Cantor, a spe
cialist in economics and, more specifi
cally, the steel industry, with the Con
gressional Research Service, at a field 
hearing in Youngstown, OH, by the 
Subcommittee on Investigations and 
Oversight of the Committee on Sci
ence and Technology on the topic of 
"Modernization in the American Steel 
Industry." 

This is a most critical area because, 
as Dr. Cantor's examination of the 
data shows, the steel industry is and 
has been making a serious effort in 
this regard. 

I commend my colleagues, Mr. VoLK
MER of Missouri, chairman of the sub
committee, and Mr. TRAFICANT of 
Ohio, who suggested the hearing. I 
hope that they will share with other 
Members of this body the knowledge 
and insights they have gained. 

But, because I feel Dr. Cantor's com
ments are most important as a means 
of showing all of you what the Ameri
can steel industry is doing and trying 
to do, I have received permission to in
clude his testimony as a part of my 
commentary today. 

The testimony by Dr. Cantor in
cludes some historical background 
which helps understand how the steel 
industry developed after the end of 
World War II and why it is where it is 
today. 

He also discusses the role and impact 
of the "minimills,'' the problems those 
companies are having as they go 
through growing pains of age, expan
sion, and increasing competition from 
outside as well as from within the in
dustry. 

I urge every Member of the House, 
regardless of how familiar you are 
with the steel industry and its various 
facets, to read Dr. Cantor's testimony. 
I believe it will encourage many of you 
to rethink your attitudes toward ac
tions considered vitally necessary to 
keep the American steel industry as an 
integral part of America's economic 
structure. 

But, at the same time as we applaud 
the industry for making its effort for 
renewal, we cannot ignore the impact 
of imports on the American steel 
market and the companies that are 
trying to survive. 

The problem is not going away, 
while the voluntary restraint agree
ments being signed by the Special 
Trade Representative's Office are 
seemingly providing some relief, the 
overall problem may just be too over
whelming for those kinds of actions. 

For example, last year, more than 60 
nations around the world shipped 
more than 26 million tons of steel to 
the United States, capturing nearly 27 
percent of the American steel market. 

For the first 5 months of this year, 
January through May, foreign steel
makers exported nearly 11 million 
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tons to the United States, holding just 
over a 25-percent share of the domes
tic steel market. 

The point of all this is that, so far, 
the voluntary restraint agreements are 
having little impact on steel imports. 
While it is true that the imported steel 
share of the domestic market has 
shrunk each month since January, the 
decreases are so small as to be almost 
negligible at this time. 

And, in fact, if we compare the first 
5 months of 1985 with the same period 
of 1984, we will find that foreign man
ufacturers have reduced their steel 
shipments to the United States by a 
mere 18,000 tons, a decrease of one
half of 1 percent. That, Mr. Speaker, 
is hardly enough to be raving about, 
especially after the way the package 
on the voluntary agreements was sold 
to members of the Congressional Steel 
Caucus. 

And now, let me share with you the 
latest figures on steel imports that 
became available just this afternoon, 
some of which raise serious questions 
about the voluntary agreements that 
this administration has been bragging 
about. 

For the month of June 1985, steel 
exporting nations shipped 2.3 million 
tons to the United States, the highest 
monthly level since January's 2.6 mil
lion tons. 

More importantly, for the first 6 
months of this year, steel imports 
total 12.9 million tons, 500 tons more 
than was imported for the first 6 
months of 1984. 

Thus, the import penetration levels 
for the month of June and the first 6 
months of this year-27 .9 percent and 
26.2 percent, respectively-are well 
above the levels for the same time pe
riods in 1984. 

More serious to the economy and 
the well-being of the American steel 
industry, domestic steel mill ship
ments in June dropped more than 
300,000 tons, from 6.5 million tons 
shipped in May to 6.2 million tons in 
June. 

This means that less steelmaking ca
pacity is being used resulting in the 
need for fewer workers and less raw 
material. In toto, it is just another 
sign that the directions being taken by 
this administration with regard to the 
steel industry in particular and to the 
national economy in general are not 
working. 

Quite frankly, I am amazed when I 
look at the list of nations that export 
steel to the United States. If those 
countries felt it was important for 
their national pride or their economic 
base to have some steelmaking capa
bility to meet their internal needs, 
then I have no quarrel. 

But, if they developed or increased 
their steelmaking facilities in order to 
earn international dollars by selling 
their steel on the open market-and 
by that you all will understand that I 

mean the United States-then I am 
more than just a little concerned. 

After all, was it really necessary for 
Ecuador to ship 15 tons of steel to the 
United States? Or for the United 
States to take 577 tons from Hong 
Kong or 8 tons from Fiji or 20 tons 
from Libya? 

We won't even talk about the 3 mil
lion tons from Canada, the 1.4 million 
tons from Brazil, the 2.5 million tons 
from West Germany, the 1.1 million 
tons from France, the 1.3 million tons 
from Spain, the 6.6 million tons from 
Japan, and the 2.2 million tons from 
South Korea. 

With the exception of Libya, at least 
all of those countries are reasonably 
aligned with the United States in 
international affairs. 

But, do we have to give up American 
jobs to support steel industries in na
tions that are announced enemies of 
ours? Is there any sound reason for 
the United States to allow East Ger
many to export 273,000 tons of steel to 
us? Poland, in 1984, exported 132,000 
tons of steel to the United States; Ro
mania, 272,000 tons; Czechoslovakia, 
nearly 63,000 tons; and Hungary, 
40,000 tons. 

I just don't understand it. I know 
we're supposed to be showing those 
Communist countries that capitalism 
works, but is it right for us to accept 
780,000 tons from those countries at a 
cost of our own production and jobs 
for our own citizens? 

Aren't we just shoring up govern
ments diametrically opposed to what 
we as a nation stand for? 

Between 1975 and 1984, employment 
in the steel industry dropped from 
457,000 to 236,000. In 1984, alone, 
some 7,000 jobs were lost. 

And the prospects for 1985 and 1986 
aren't any better. In fact, we already 
know that a number of jobs are going 
to be eliminated over the next 18 to 24 
months. LTV Steel is planning to close 
one facility that will eliminate 1,300 
jobs. And other closings or rollbacks 
have been announced by other steel 
companies. 

Is it any wonder that those of us 
from the steel-producing areas of this 
country are upset and concerned 
about the directions in which we are 
going? 

The most obvious question, of 
course, is: What do we do? The Con
gressional Steel Caucus, you can be as
sured, is watching the developments of 
the voluntary restraint agreements 
very closely. We, with a great deal of 
reluctance, are prepared to give them 
time to work. 

I can tell you, though, should it 
appear that the situation is not im
proving, we will consider more strin
gent action. 

I, personally, am not afraid of being 
called a protectionist, as I told this 
body last week. Quite frankly, I put 
the well-being and survival of Ameri-

can workers and American industry 
first on my list of important items. 

We are waiting to see what happens, 
just as the steel industry is waiting. 
But both the Steel Caucus and the 
steel industry are not standing idly by. 
The industry is making the effort to 
change and, thereby, to regain some 
measures of competitiveness with 
steel-exporting nations. And, there
fore, it is incumbent on us, the Con
gress, and this administration to pro
vide a climate in which the industry 
can have some assurance of success. 

HEARINGS ON "NEW TECHNOLOGY AND THE 
FuTURE OF STEEL" 

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Com
mittee: 

My name in David Cantor. I am a Special
ist in Industry Economics in the Economics 
Division of the Congressional Research 
Service. I appreciate very much your invita
tion to participate in these hearings, and 
the opportunity to share with you the re
sults of my analysis of the steel industry. 

Many claims are made, Mr. Chairman, 
that the current difficulties facing the steel 
industry are grounded in managment deci
sions of the past. We hear that the industry 
overbuilt capacity. We are told that the in
dustry took advantage of its market power 
and was slow to innovate and modernize. 
The industry itself tells us that it erred in 
allowing costs to rise in an almost unbridled 
way. No longer is the industry dominated by 
a small group of integrated producers that 
enables it to dictate price and quantity in 
the steel market. It now includes a new 
breed of steel-makers, the "minimills", that 
have become a significant force for competi
tion in the declining or at best stagnant 
steel market. They and foreign steel produc
ers that sought oveseas markets for them
selves, have created a highly competitive 
market environment. Thus, the integrated 
segment of our industry, which was virtual
ly the only supplier in the U.S. steel market 
in the past, is unable to utilize its capacity 
efficiently and profitably. More important, 
perhaps, the industry finds itself hard 
pressed financially to undertake those ef
forts that could conceivably shore up its 
ability to meet its competition head-on and 
with reasonable prospects for success. 

My research and analysis of developments 
in the steel industry suggest to me that the 
fundamental problem of the industry is the 
adjustment to changes that have occurred 
in the U.S. steel market. While, in the past, 
we economists would characterize the struc
ture of the steel market as an oligopoly-a 
market where only a few sellers supply the 
product, today, the steel market is highly 
competitive. Thus, while management deci
sions relating to price and investment could 
be made largely independent of the com
bined market forces of supply and demand 
in the past, today they are driven by those 
market forces. 

I would suggest, also, that, even in the 
past, when the industry faced relatively 
little competition from abroad, from com
peting materials, and from new entrants 
into the industry, America's steel industry 
was to a degree an innovator in developing 
and implementing new and more efficient 
processes to make steel. It could innovate, 
funding its investment from revenues gener
ated in the oligopolistic market that it domi
nated. In the present market environment 
of competition, it continues to be an innova-
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tor in adopting new technologies for steel
making. Thus, while the evidence may sup
port the thesis that the steel industry has 
not simply sat back and allowed itself to fall 
behind with respect to technical innovation, 
the questions today are the adequacy of its 
efforts in the past, and its ability to make 
the additional investments necessary to sur
vive-the minimal goal of any seller even in 
the theoretically ideal, purely competitive 
market. 

THE POST-WORLD WAR II PERIOD TO 1980 

Mr. Chairman, strong claims are made 
that management decision of the past may 
be responsible for the steel industry's dilem
mas of today. In particular, let me address 
the question of overcapacity. If the steel in
dustry overbuilt its capacity in the years 
and decades following World War II, those 
decisions resulted in part from federal gov
ernment policy. Analysts-both those re
garded as critics of the industry <Donald 
Barnett and Louis Schorsch, for example) 
and those viewed as sympathetic to it 
<Father William Hogan, for example>
agree on this point. President Truman pro
posed in his State of the Union Message of 
1949: "(legislation) to authorize an immedi
ate study of the adequacy of production fa
cilities of materials in critically short 
supply, such as steel; and if found neces
sary, to authorize government loans for the 
expansion of production facilities to relieve 
such shortages, and furthermore to author
ize the construction of such facilities direct
ly if action by private industry fails to meet 
our needs." 

The industry disagreed, contending that 
the outlook for steel demand did not justify 
expansion. History is on the side of the in
dustry. In 1951, America's steel industry had 
about 105 million tons of capacity. Yielding 
to government pressure, it expanded capac
ity to about 136 million tons by 1960, at an 
annual rate of growth of about 2.9 percent. 
Virtually all of this added capacity was in 
the form of open-hearth furnaces, which re
placed the obsolete Bessemer furnaces. In 
this same period, U.S. steel demand, while 
fluctuating in response to changes in the 
business cycle, actually declined at an 
annual rate of about -0.8 percent. Al
though excess capacity was created in the 
industry, the major steel producers did not 
hold down prices, which rose at an annual 
rate of nearly 6 percent. 

Let me cite one more example of the 
effect of government policy on the expan
sion of steel-making capacity in the United 
States. In 1954, Bethlehem Steel Corpora
tion attempted to acquire the facilities of 
Youngstown Sheet and Tube Company. 
Bethlehem wanted productive capacity in 
the midwest to serve the growing automo
tive and appliance markets. The Depart
ment of Justice opposed the acquisition on 
antitrust grounds, a decision that was 
upheld in the courts in 1958. As a result, 
and in order to penetrate the midwest steel 
markets, Bethlehem built in the early 1960s 
the first large "greenfield" plant construct
ed in the United States since 1952, its plant 
at Burns Harbor, Indiana. Let me note that, 
while government policy may have influ
enced the expansion of capacity in this case, 
the decision to build Burns Harbor brought 
with it one of the first large-scale installa
tions of what has become the predominant 
steel-making process in the world today, the 
Basic Oxygen Process. Thus, government 
policy may have coincidentally contributed 
to technological innovation and moderniza
tion of America's steel industry. 

Major expansion of steel-making capacity 
came to an end by 1960, because of lack of 
growth in demand and the absence of gov
ernment pressure to expand steel-making 
capacity. In the 1960s, steel capacity grew 
by about 8 million tons, at an annual rate of 
about 0.6 percent. In this same period, 
demand grew at a rate of about 3.1 percent 
per annum. Prices continued to rise in this 
decade. 

Then, we come to the 1970s. In the first 
half of this decade, there was a substantial 
net increase in total industry capacity to 
about 180 million tons. But there are several 
reasons for this. First, domestic steel 
demand was rising from about 100 millions 
tons in 1969-70 to over 120 millon tons in 
1973. Second, we begin to detect the strong 
presence of the "minimills" into the market; 
these are the relatively small companies 
that produce steel from scrap metal in elec
tric furnaces. More than two-thirds of the 
12.5-million ton expansion of electric fur
nace capacity took place in the "minimill" 
segment of the industry from 1972 to 1975. 
Furthermore, from 1975 on, virtually all of 
the growth of electric furnace capability 
took place in the "minimills". 

A third reason for the expansion of steel 
capacity in the first half of the 1970s is that 
the large integrated steel companies were 
engaged in the process of modernization. In 
particular, the integrated companies were 
ridding themselves of outmoded and obso
lete capacity. Between 1972 and 1975, the in
dustry closed down nearly 20 million tons of 
relatively inefficient open-hearth capacity. 

While expansion of capacity reached its 
peak in the mid-1970s, it declined thereaf
ter. For all intents and purposes, the capac
ity reduction of about 15 million tons in the 
last half of the 1970s was the result of the 
continuing process of modernization, 
namely the elimination of excess open
hearth capability, and the emergence of a 
declining trend in steel demand. Electric 
furnace capacity grew by about 5 million 
tons, mainly in the "minimill" segment of 
the industry. Basic Oxygen capability was 
constant at about 96 to 97 million tons. The 
most important development in the last half 
of the 1970s was the closing down of more 
than 20 million tons of inefficient open
hearth furnace capability. 

The post-World War II era provides exam
ples of modernization other than replacing 
the obsolete steel-making processes of the 
past-Bessemer and open-hearth. The inte
grated steel companies were active in this 
modernization process. In 1967, U.S. Steel 
Corporation commissioned the first continu
ous caster in the United States for its Gary, 
Indiana works. National Steel and 
McClouth Steel installed continuous casters 
in 1968 and 1969. 

In the 1960s, America's steel industry was 
active in developing the process for the 
direct reduction of iron ore <DRn. Among 
these efforts were those of Armco, which 
built and operated a pilot plant in Kansas 
City, Missouri in 1966 and later, in 1972, a 
full-scale commercial plant in Houston, 
Texas. Two other DRI plants were built in 
the early 1970s: the Midland-Ross plant in 
Portland, Oregon and the Georgetown Steel 
plant in Georgetown, South Carolina. None 
of these DRI ventures proved to be eco
nomically viable, however, owing to the 
sharp increases in natural gas prices in the 
late 1970s; the DRI process used natural gas 
as a basic energy input. Be that as it may, 
these examples indicate that the U.S. steel 
industry was clearly experimenting with, de
veloping, and implementing new productive 

.. 

processes in the decades gone by-although 
the extent to which it made technical 
progress may have been influenced by its 
market structure. 

Before leaving the past, Mr. Chairman, it 
is important to point out that the oligop
olistic structure of the steel market permit
ted the dominant firms in the industry to 
adopt pricing strategies other than those of 
the competitive market place. In particular, 
the claim is made that steel companies en
gaged in what economists label, "adminis
tered pricing". That is, price is determined 
by costs to which a percentage mark-up is 
added. This is the conclusion of Dr. Zoltan 
Acs in his recently published study of the 
steel industry. It is almost taken for granted 
by one of the industry's most prominent 
critics, Dr. Robert Crandall. Indeed, though 
this strategy is becoming increasingly diffi
cult to implement in today's market, it has 
become the norm on which analysts base 
their analyses of the industry: for example, 
the Congressional Budget Office <CBO> esti
mated the price effects of a steel import 
quota using an equation in which input 
costs were explanatory variables. In a 
market where sellers can exert a significant 
influence on supply, an administered pricing 
strategy might be considered a prudent 
business decision. But when the structure of 
the market changes, this pricing strategy 
gives rise to the problem of not being able 
to compete on the basis of price. 

This is why we hear one steel industry ex
ecutive after another confess that they al
lowed costs to run rampant as recently as 
the early 1970s. Perhaps, they permitted 
costs to rise so sharply, because they did not 
recognize that the market structure was 
changing, and the industry did not recog
nize the need to adjust to these changes. In 
testimony before the Senate Judiciary Com
mittee on July 1, 1983, David Roderick, the 
CEO of United States Steel Corporation, 
stated: "Clearly, during the 1970's, it (labor 
costs> ran amok. Incidentally, I am not, you 
know, banging the steelworkers for this. 
Keep in mind that we steel companies 
signed those contracts, so this is joint bar
gaining. We did this together. We did not do 
it very well, in my opinion. We got each 
other into trouble." 

Dr. Acs indicates that demand was a 
minor factor in influencing price, and that 
costs of production-mainly, those of labor 
<which were negotiated with the United 
Steelworkers on an industry-wide basis>
were dominant in explaining steel price be
havior. the point is that, in the past at least, 
the steel industry could accept higher costs 
of production, passing them through to 
buyers, because the structure of the market 
it served was an oligopoly, where competi
tion from other sellers at home and abroad 
and from other materials was not a signifi
cant concern, and where price could rise 
above the point at which the market would 
clear. 

THE STEEL MARKET TODAY 

Mr. Chairman, if I were to use one phrase 
to describe the steel market today, it would 
be "adjustment to competition": competi
tion for market share in a stagnant or de
clining market; competition with the "mini
mills"; competition with competing materi
als; and, competition with imports. This 
competition has been very tough on the in
tegrated segment of the industry at least, al
though even the "minimills" are experienc
ing difficulty in the marketplace. Indeed, 
the Harnett-Schorsch study of the steel in-
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dustry is aptly titled-Steel: Upheaval in a 
Basic Industry. 

First, the market for steel is stagnant. For 
about the past decade, demand for steel has 
fluctuated around the 100 million ton level. 
U.S. steel demand reached a high point of 
nearly 117 million tons in 1978; its low point 
was about 76 million tons in 1982. In 1984, 
U.S. steel demand was about 98 million tons, 
and forecasts of future demand by Data Re
sources, Incorporated suggest that steel 
demand will be at levels of about 100 million 
tons through the rest of this decade. 

Steel demand has not responded to eco
nomic growth. One reason for this is the 
emergence of substitute materials-especial
ly, plastics and aluminum. Indeed, during 
the 1970s and into the 1980s, a significant 
drop occurred in the so-called steel intensity 
of the economy; that is, the ratio of steel 
input to real Gross National Product. My 
analysis of trends in steel intensity indicates 
that it fell by 22 percent in the 1970s, and 
by another 14-15 percent in the first half of 
this decade. The downsizing of cars and the 
increased use of lighter weight materials in 
cars and construction help to explain this 
structural shift away from steel. The only 
bright spot in this analysis is that the data 
imply that further declines in steel intensity 
are likely to be very modest. The point is 
that steel demand is not likely to rise sig
nificantly. 

At the same time, we have significantly 
more sellers in this stagnant market. The 
large integrated companies clearly dominate 
in terms of capacity: according to data com
piled by Acs, the seven largest companies 
have over 110 million tons of capacity, but 
there are also at least 60 "minimill" compa
nies with expanding capacity. These "mini
mills" have been extremely successful in 
penetrating the market for structural prod
ucts. In 1975, electric furnace output, a rea
sonable surrogate for "minimill" activity ac
counted for 20 percent of total U.S. steel 
production; by 1984, they accounted for 
about 35 percent of the nation's steel 
output. Their emergence as a force in the 
industry makes the steel market more com
petitive, effectively requiring the integrated 
companies to adjust to the changes in 
market structure. 

Why are they so successful? One, they are 
small. They do not have to make the invest
ments in blast furnaces and large steel
making furnaces that the integrated compa
nies must make. Two, they specialize at 
least for the present in a small range of 
products. They do not have to have differ
ent rolling mill complexes. Three, they are 
located close to their markets. Thus, their 
customers incur lower transportation costs 
than they would if they bought from larger 
but more distant mills. Four, many employ 
non-union labor. Thus, they avoid some of 
the high labor costs and work rules that the 
unionized integrated companies must oper
ate under. Five, there is some evidence that 
they benefit from local government assist
ance: at least one of the most prominent 
"minimill" companies, Nucor, obtained a 
substantial amount of its financing through 
industrial revenue bonds. 

But even the future of the "minimills" is 
debatable. A recent article in Iron Age, a re
spected trade journal, reported that the tra
ditional market for "minimill" products may 
be saturated. The article quotes Kenneth 
Iverson, the CEO of Nucor, as saying: "In 
the past, the primary competition for mini
mills was foreign suppliers and integrated 
producers. Over the last three or four years, 
this has changed so that the primary com-

petitors today are other minimills-and I 
expect that to continue into the future." 

While praising their accomplishments, the 
American Iron and Steel Institute observed 
in its 1985 annual report: "But now, mini
mills face the problems of growing maturi
ty. Their financial success is based on high 
volume sales at low per ton profit margins. 
But economic growth in some traditional 
minimill markets seems to be slowing, and 
as they try to move into higher value prod
ucts, they find themselves competing for a 
larger share of still depressed markets." 

Furthermore, the "minimills", being 
scrap-based, are likely to encounter signifi
cant problems of quality control, should 
they expand their product line into flat
rolled products. The uniformity of the qual
ity of the raw material inputs is more im
portant in the latter than in the structural 
and bar products that "minimills" now 
produce. 

The integrated companies compete not 
only with other industries and the "mini
mills" for a share of the stagnant steel 
market, but also with foreign imports. In 
1984, the United States imported steel from 
over 50 countries. Our steel imports repre
sented over one-fourth of the domestic 
market. There is some indication that for
eign steel companies-in Taiwan, for exam
ple-built new capacity to capture overseas 
markets. Even today, new steel mills are 
being built in third-world countries: Nigeria 
and Pakistan recently opened or are close to 
completion of their new steel mills; Venezu
ela is constructing a 4.8 million ton mill, 
which, according to a Forbes magazine arti
cle, will produce steel to earn foreign ex
change. Despite our industry's efforts to 
modernize, the steel industries of most 
other countries are newer than our indus
try, embodying state-of-art technology. 
Labor costs overseas are a fraction of ours. 
Even with the import restraint expected as 
a result of the President's steel program, 
foreign producers could expect to hold 20 
percent of our market. 

The integrated steel industry has attempt
ed to respond to the sluggish marketplace 
for steel and to the competition it faces at 
home and abroad. Father Hogan discusses 
the efforts of the major companies to adjust 
to the market in his book, Steel in the 
United States: Restructuring to Compete. I 
addressed the industry's efforts in my 
report, America's Steel Industry: Moderniz
ing To Compete; with your permission, I 
submit this report for the record. Essential
ly, I found three elements to the steel indus
try's modernization efforts: (1) rationaliza
tion of existing capacity; (2) adoption of 
currently available state-of-art technology; 
and <3> research and development of new 
technologies for steel-making. 

Clearly, in a smaller market, a critical ele
ment of modernization is the elimination of 
old and obsolete plant. We saw that the in
dustry was engaged in this effort in the 
1970s. Perhaps of greatest long-term prom
ise, we observed that the integrated indus
try replaced some of its older outmoded ca
pacity with more modern plant. Indeed, let 
me cite some of the data developed by Bar
nett and Schorsch on the age of steel plants 
in the United States and Japan; I think this 
data will put to rest the idea that our plant 
is "ancient" and, thus, unable to compete. 
On average, our steel-making furnaces are 
about 2 years older than those in Japan; our 
continuous casters are about the same age. 
Where we lag behind is in the product roll
ing mills: our mills are from 4 to 10 years 
older than those in Japan. 

Our industry has moved forward vigorous
ly to install state-of-art technologies, al
though not as aggressively as in other coun
tries. From 1981 to 1983, we had a positive 
rate of growth of continuously cast output, 
while most other countries had negative 
growth rates. In this period, a period 
marked by severe recession, our steel indus
try constructed or commissioned more than 
16 continuous casters. In 1984, nearly 40 
percent of our steel output was continuous
ly cast, nearly double the share in 1980; as a 
result, the industry is making headway in 
catching-up with foreign producers in the 
use of this technology. 

Companies are planning to install new 
direct reduction processes using coal, there
by bypassing the coking and blast furnace 
operations. Wily Korf recently announced 
plans to install this process in his Walling
ford, Connecticut plant. Weirton Steel, for
merly part of National Steel, has similar 
plans, and is seeking funding from the De
partment of Energy to proceed with them. 

Smaller, incremental changes in technolo
gy are being installed in steel-making oper
ations. New ladle refining systems are in 
place in Armco's Ashland, Kentucky plant; 
U.S. Steel Corporation is installing such a 
system at its Fairfield, Alabama plant. 

LTV Corporation is engaged in a joint 
venture with Sumitomo Corporation to in
stall a state-of-art electrogalvanizing mill at 
its Cleveland works. Again, in spite of the 
stagnant market, we find continued evi
dence that the industry is installing or will
ing to install current state-of-art technology 
to enhance its ability to produce steel of 
high quality and in competition with im
ports. 

The modernization effort does not stop 
here, however. The steel industry in collabo
ration with federal agencies is engaged in 
research and development efforts to find 
even more efficient ways to produce quality 
steel products. You know of the sensor re
search being undertaken at the National 
Bureau of Standards. This effort, if success
ful, would permit the industry to monitor 
more precisely the quality of the steel as it 
moves through the various stages of produc
tion: from molten metal to ingots to semi
finished shapes to final products. Similarly, 
U.S. Steel Corporation and Bethlehem Steel 
Corporation have joined together with the 
Department of Energy to develop processes 
for near net shape casting. This process, if 
successful, would permit the industry to 
produce slabs one-fourth the thickness of 
conventional slabs; these thinner slabs 
would require less processing than the con
ventional product, with the result of lower 
costs. 

Thus, we see the industry responding to 
the forces of competition by utilizing its 
total plant more efficiently, implementing 
new processes, and looking forward to still 
newer developments in steelmaking technol
ogy. America's Steel Industry is indeed mod
ernizing to compete. 

PROSPECTS AND PROBLEMS IN THE FUTURE 

Mr. Chairman, as I look back upon the 
recent and not-so-recent history of the steel 
industry, I am impressed by the fact that it 
has continually engaged in a modernization 
process. Up to the 1970s, it could undertake 
this effort in a more comfortable business 
environment: the "minimills", substitute 
materials, and competition from relatively 
more modern foreign industries were not 
major forces affecting it. But, as we know 
from the experience of just the past few 
years, all of these factors have created a 
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major change in the steel industry's busi
ness environment; they have thrust it into a 
highly competitive market. 

To survive in this market, integrated steel 
companies must cut costs. They can do this 
by developing and installing new processes 
for making steel. They can do this by elimi
nating inefficient capacity, replacing it in 
whole or in part by more modern furnaces 
and rolling mills. They can attempt to 
reduce labor costs, and are likely to do so by 
negotiating work rule changes, lower hourly 
compensation costs, or both. 

The issue is not that the industry will not 
adopt this strategy for survival in a competi
tive marketplace; I think it is fair to say 
that the industry has adopted this strategy. 
The issue is the adequacy of the effort-par
ticularly in its modernization program. This 
issue is of interest to Congress, because, 
when Congress passed the Steel Import Sta
bilization Act as Title VIII of the Trade and 
Tariff Act of 1984 <P.L. 98-573), it condi
tioned any import relief on the industry's 
reinvestment of its cash flow from steel op
erations into those operations. Congress and 
the President were willing to restrict compe
tition in the U.S. steel market for five years, 
but only if the industry was willing to un
dertake a modernization program that 
would enable it to become competitive on its 
own, one that its former market structure 
did not require of it. 

Mr. Chairman, my analysis of the indus
try's investment pattern in relation to its 
cash flow a year ago indicated that the in
dustry was already meeting the require
ments of the current law. From 1979 to 
1983, the industry invested about 3.5 billion 
dollars more in steel operations than it gen
erated in cash flow from those operations; 
over these five years, it invested about 11.5 
billion dollars in steel operations, while it 
generated from operating income and depre
ciation allowances, about 7.9 billion dollars. 
While I cannot predict the future invest
ment behavior of the industry, I think it is 
fair to say that the industry is likely to 
meet the requirements of the law by invest
ing its cash flow from steel in steel. 

But even the industry would agree that 
the amount of investment necessary to 
become internationally competitive is far 
greater than its average annual investment 
of about 2.4 billion dollars in steel oper
ations in the recent past. President Rea
gan's Steel Advisory Committee, which 
functioned from November 1983 to Novem
ber 1984 with participants from industry, 
labor, and government, reported that the 
necessary amount of investment in steel 
would be in the range of 5 to 5.5 billion dol
lars per year. <I would note that the Com
mittee's report represented a consensus of 
the views of its members.) The American 
Iron and Steel Institute claims that "the do
mestic steel industry, to maintain 95 million 
tons of shipments capability in the 1980's, 
needs to spend about $5.2 billion annually 
to insure adequate modernization of its fa
cilities." Donald Trautlein, CEO of Bethle
hem Steel Corporation, in his testimony 
before the Senate Finance Committee on 
June 13, 1985 on the President's tax reform 
proposal, stated that the industry would fall 
short of its desired investment goals by 
about 1.5 billion dollars. Thus, while there 
is every reason to believe that the steel in
dustry will be in compliance with the law, 
there is also reason to believe that industry 
investment would be inadequate for it to 
become competitive in all markets. 

Now, frankly, the industry's estimate of 
its investment requirements may be inflat-

ed. They assume a shipment level of 95 mil
lion tons, which implies either a massive 
surge in demand or virtually no imports. As 
I have already noted, the demand for steel 
in the forseeable future is projected by Data 
Resources, Incorporated to be aout 100 mil
lion tons per year. The only other possibili
ty is for imports to drop to levels of 5 to 7 
million tons, if domestic steel shipments are 
to rise to 95 million tons; this, too, is im
probable. Even if the industry's estimate of 
capital requirements is too high, it is prob
ably fair to say that they will need substan
tially more per year than they have invested 
in steel operations in the recent past. 

The industry is likely to encounter great 
difficulty in raising this capital. Convention
al borrowing means interest rates in the 
range of 13.5 to 16.5 percent today, a premi
um of from 2 to 5 percentage points above 
the rate paid by high quality long term bor
rowers. According to the recent Iron Age 
report on "minimills", even firms in this 
segment of the steel industry are experienc
ing difficulty in borrowing. 

Indeed, if the steel industry could borrow 
substantially reduced rates of interest, not 
only would it be able to reduce capital 
charges, but also it would be better able to 
implement the results of the research and 
development efforts going on, and benefit 
from the lower costs derived from new tech
nology. Consider the following optimistic 
scenario. I recently estimated that a 3.5 per
centage point reduction in the interest rate 
paid by steel companies could lower costs by 
about 14 dollars per ton just owing to the 
change in the rate. In addition, if the com
panies borrowed to install a continuous 
caster, total costs of production could be re
duced by still another 35 dollars per ton. 

Among options for generating the capital 
the industry says it needs to modernize 
other than conventional borrowing in the 
capital markets, there is the possibility of 
more joint ventures with foreign investors. 
Note, if you will, the purchase of a 50-per
cent interest in National Steel by Japan's 
Nippon Kokan Steel Company. There are 
other examples as well. Nisshin Steel 
<Japan) has a 10-percent equity interest in 
Wheeling-Pittsburgh Steel Company. LTV 
Steel has a joint venture with Sumitomo 
Steel <Japan) at its electrogalvanizing plant 
in Cleveland. Kawasaki Steel (Japan) is pro
viding some of the capital to refurbish the 
Fontana plant of California Steel Company. 
Canadian steel companies have invested 
heavily in some of our "minimill" compa
nies: Chapparall and Raritan River Steel. 
Joint ventures with foreign steel companies 
emerge as a real possibility for generating 
capital. 

Another option is to finance moderniza
tion by executing what amounts to lease
purchase agreements. Bethlehem Steel Cor
poration is doing just this in order to ac
quire its two continuous casters at Burns 
Harbor and Sparrows Point. The Austrian 
manufacturer of the casters, Voest-Alpine, 
will receive a payment per ton of steel pro
duced by the casters at the two plants. 

Obviously, government could provide 
some funding directly or indirectly to fi
nance steel industry modernization. To 
some extent, it is already doing so. There 
are already various provisions built into our 
tax code that benefit the industry. The De
partment of Energy is involved in a collabo
rative effort with United States Steel Cor
poration and Bethlehem Steel Corporation 
to develop a near net shape casting process. 
The American Iron and Steel Institute and 
the National Bureau of Standards are joint-

ly engaged in a research and development 
project to develop sensors to enhance qual
ity control of steel-making. Your Committee 
authorized expenditures of, I believe, six 
million dollars by the Department of 
Energy for steel research, and additional 
funds for the National Bureau of Standards. 

I emphasize these questions of financing 
modernization, Mr. Chairman, because, 
whatever the results of the efforts of the 
scientists and engineers in developing new 
technologies for steel-making, they trans
late into a more modern, efficient, and com
petitive steel industry only if they can be 
implemented. There is a major difference 
between technological innovation and eco
nomic innovation. In the former, new proc
esses may be developed. In the latter, they 
must pass the tests of economic viability. 
Thus, in view of the stagnant outlook for 
steel demand, the existence of excess capac
ity in the industry today, and the consider
able apprehension on the part of the indus
try regarding the effectiveness of the Presi
dent's import restraint program, it would 
not be surprising if the industry implement
ed new processes with considerable caution. 

Finally, Mr. Chairman, I address the ques
tion of the outlook for employment in the 
steel industry. Most analysts agree that 
modernization of the steel industry will not 
result in a resurgence of employment in the 
industry. For example, installation of a con
tinuous caster to replace ingot-casting and 
the milling of ingots into semi-finished 
shapes would, according to the recent report 
of the National Academy of Engineering, 
reduce labor input per ton of steel by about 
50 percent. Except that demand for domes
tic steel would rise, it is unlikely that per
sons on layoff or displaced owing to plant 
closings would be able to reclaim their jobs. 

Let me share with you a report by my col
league at CRS, Linda LeGrande, that was 
commissioned by the Subcommittee on Sci
ence, Research, and Technology of the 
House Science and Technology Committee, 
and that they have authorized me to release 
to you. LeGrande finds that the level of 
steel industry employment over the next 
decade may not fall substantially from 
present levels. But, she also finds that the 
composition of the labor force in the steel 
industry will change significantly in the 
next ten years. The lower skilled personnel 
will give way to more skilled and educated 
workers. Thus, another implication of mod
ernization is that the characteristics of the 
labor force are likely to be very different 
from today's steel workforce. Even if the 
employment were to stay at present levels, 
many of those currently employed would 
not be able to retain their jobs. Mr. Chair
man, I submit for the record and consider
ation of this committee, the report by Linda 
LeGrande, Employment in the Steel Indus
try: The Shape of Change. 

Mr. Chairman, in closing, I find the steel 
industry to be one that has demonstrated a 
willingness to modernize and to commit re
sources to that effort, and I would expect 
that to continue. That is, I think, most en
couraging, because such an attitude is criti
cal to its meeting the challenges of adjust
ing to a competitive marketplace. America's 
steel industry, in spite of foreign competi
tion and overall sluggish or declining 
demand appears to be anything but a dying 
industry. But, Mr. Chairman, I am not de
luded into thinking that the steel industry 
will emerge as it is today from its current 
struggle to become fully competitive at its 
present size. There is still much obsolete ca
pacity in place. Grave doubts exist regard-
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ing the ability of the industry to finance its 
modernization. I suppose that the outlook 
for the industry can best be expressed by an 
industry spokesman, Donald Trautlein, who 
closed his address to the American Iron and 
Steel Institute at its 1985 annual meeting 
with these words: " ... we are taking signifi
cant steps forward-and we're determined to 
take more. A lot of good things are happen
ing-and we are making progress. While our 
industry may be slimmer by 1990, it will also 
be a lost smarter, a lot stronger, and a lot 
more competitive." 

0 1920 

THE 25TH MEETING OF THE 
U.S.-E.P. PARLIAMENTARY EX
CHANGE 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 

a previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from Florida [Mr. FASCELL] is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

e Mr. FASCELL. Mr. Speaker, the 
25th meeting between Members of the 
House of Representatives and a dele
gation of the European Parliament 
was held at the U.S. Military Acade
my, West Point, NY, on June 21-24. 
The U.S. delegation was chaired by 
the gentleman from California [Mr. 
LANTOS] and cochaired by the gentle
man from New York [Mr. GILMAN] 
and the gentleman from Florida [Mr. 
GIBBONS]. The European delegation 
was chaired by Pieter Dankert of the 
Netherlands, a past president of the 
European Parliament. I think it is 
noteworthy that another former presi
dent of the European Parliament, Mrs. 
Simone Veil, was also a member of the 
European delegation. 

Mr. Speaker, U.S. relations with 
Western Europe are good, but our 
friendship is confronted with political
security questions and economic and 
commercial disputes which will greatly 
affect our future. The members of the 
European Community share our hope 
for a positive outcome in the Geneva 
negotiations. They are especially inter
ested in how Western Europe's rela
tionship with the United States will be 
affected by the strategic defense initi
ative. In the economic and commercial 
arena, the United States and the Euro
pean Community must determine 
what they will do next to contain and 
solve the problems posed by interna
tional monetary issues and disturbing 
rise of protectionism. 

The discussions which the U.S. dele
gation had with its European counter
part did much to widen our under
standing of Europe's problems. The 
U.S. delegation encountered European 
concern about certain aspects of our 
security and economic policies, but it 
also found that the Europeans believe 
strongly in the importance of working 
together with the United States. 

Mr. Speaker, this meeting occurred 
at a historic time for the European 
Community. The Community has ac
cepted Spain and Portugal into its 
membership. When the next meeting 

with the .European delegation occurs 
in January, the U.S. delegation will be 
able to welcome their colleagues from 
two more European democracies. 

Mr. Speaker, a report of the 25th 
meeting is printed below. I strongly 
commend this report to the attention 
of my colleagues, who, I know, are 
very interested in the present state of 
relations between the United States 
and Western Europe. 

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, 
COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN AFFAIRS, 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 

Washington, DC, July 26, 1985. 
Hon. DANTE B. FASCELL, 
Chairman, Committee on Foreign Affairs, 

U.S. House of Representatives, Washing-
ton, DC. · 

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: We respectfully 
submit our report on the 25th meeting be
tween a delegation from the United States 
Congress and a delegation of the European 
Parliament held at the U.S. Military Acade
my, West Point from June 21-24, 1985. Rep
resentative Tom Lantos <D-Calif> chaired 
the U.S. Delegation; Representatives Benja
min A. Gilman <R-NY> and Sam Gibbons 
<D-Fla) were the co-chairmen. Other mem
bers of the U.S. delegation included Repre
sentatives Donald J. Pease <D-Ohio), Bill 
Frenzel <R-Minn), J.J. Pickle <D-Tex), 
Harry Reid <D-Nev), E. Thomas Coleman 
<R-Mo>. Doug Bereuter <R-Neb), Mark D. 
Siljander <R-Mich), Alfred A. McCandless 
<R-Calif), Bill Lowery <R-Calif), Esteban 
Torres <D-Calif), Bill Richardson <D-NM>. 
and Hamilton Fish, Jr. <R-NY>. The Europe
an delegation was chaired by Mr. Pieter 
Dankert of the Netherlands, a past Presi
dent of the European Parliament. Messrs. 
Vincenzo Giummarra of Italy and Rene 
Piquet of France served as co-chairmen. 

This parliamentary meeting provided an 
opportunity for the delegations to discuss a 
number of issues affecting U.S.-EC rela
tions. Some have been on the agenda at pre
vious meetings, such as trade disputes and 
the General Agreement on Tariffs and 
Trade <GATT>. agricultural trade and food 
aid, steel, trade relations with Japan, nar
cotics, visa reciprocity, and human rights. 
Other issues, such as the Strategic Defense 
Initiative <SDI> and NATO burdensharing, 
are relatively new, their presence reflecting 
in part a greater desire in the European 
Parliament to discuss security questions and 
to serve as a forum for the discussion of Eu
ropean ideas on East-West political-security 
issues. The agenda also included interna
tional terrorism, a subject which has been 
given dramatic immediacy with the hijack
ing of an American airliner at Athens air
port on June 14 and the subsequent taking 
of hostages. Because of this incident, and 
others, such as the terrorist bombing in the 
Frankfurt air terminal, the two delegations 
approved a statement condemning interna
tional terrorism and recommending steps to 
stop it. 

SECURITY ISSUES 
Since the first of the year the dominant 

issue in U.S.-Western European security 
issues has been the Strategic Defense Initia
tive. With eight party groups from the Eu
ropean Parliament present, the U.S. delega
tion had a good opportunity to hear the 
spectrum of European opinion on SDI. For 
their European audience, the U.S. delega
tion sought to explain the future of the SDI 
within the Congress. 

Representatives Tom Lantos and Doug 
Bereuter led much of the U.S. discussion on 

SDI. Representative Lantos pointed out 
that SDI related funding already existed in 
the Defense Department budget before 
President Reagan seized on the concept in 
March 1983 to promote a new strategic doc
trine. Present debate, he explained, was con
fused by the Administration's use of two 
definitions of SDI; the President's relying 
on an impenetrable umbrella that would 
make nuclear weapons impotent, the other 
favoring a "point defense" of U.S. retaliato
ry capabilities. Representative Lantos 
warned against a quick dismissal of SDI's 
feasibility but added that the concept did 
raise questions about U.S.-European rela
tions and the prospect of a conventional war 
in Europe. Representative Bereuter ac
knowledged several European concerns 
about SDI but explained that SDI was de
signed to enhance both U.S. and European 
security. Other members of the U.S. delega
tion observed that SDI had obtained au
thorized funding in both the House and the 
Senate and that, despite some reservations, 
the program appeared to be well-established 
in the Congress. 

The European response varied from 
strong support of SDI to very critical oppo
sition. The only general conclusion about 
European opinion was that most of the Eu
ropean delegation acknowledged the fact 
that SDI research would continue and that 
that, in itself, was acceptable. However, 
they expressed a number of reservations. 
Foremost were concerns about a decoupling 
of the United States from Europe, a destabi
lization of East-West relations and the stra
tegic balance, and technological dominance 
of Western Europe by the United States. 
Several European delegates noted Congres
sional support for the SDI and urged the 
Congress to monitor its development very 
closely in order to weigh all of the implica
tions of SDI. Another major European con
cern is the need to coordinate European re
search and development activities in SDI re
lated technologies. Without such coordina
tion, some of the Europeans expressed the 
fear that bilateral negotiations between the 
United States and each European partici
pant in SDI would break down the spirit of 
community and cooperation among the 
members of the EC. 

From SDI, the discussion of security 
issues shifted to that of NATO burdenshar
ing. Although NATO itself is the framework 
for resolving differences in burdensharing, 
the presence of this issue on the agenda 
demonstrates the relationship between eco
nomic policies in Europe and NATO policies 
and the interest of several of the EC mem
bers in promoting a common European arms 
policy. Representative Harry Reid reviewed 
recent developments in burdensharing and 
concluded that the NATO allies in 1984 and 
1985 had taken important steps towards im
proving NATO's posture. Representative 
Reid observed that in 1984 eight of the Eu
ropean allies met the 1978 guideline for an 
annual increase of 3 per cent in defense 
spending <after inflation). Also, the Allies 
agreed to improve certain storage facilities 
and munitions stocks, as well as to upgrade 
weapons systems vital for sutainment of 
NATO's conventional defense. The primary 
concern of the European delegation was 
whether the United States was willing to 
purchase more European manufactured 
equipment and weapons. Whether through 
the Western European Union, the European 
Community, or some other organ, most of 
the European delegation stressed the need 
for a common European policy to correct 
the 6:1 imbalance in defense procurement 
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between the United States and Western 
Europe. Also, of concern to several Europe
ans was the effect of protectionism on 
future weapons purchases from Europe. 

ECONOMIC AND TRADE ISSUES 

The discussion of these issues centered, in 
part, on the aftermath of the Bonn Eco
nomic Summint in May 1985, where Presi
dent Francois Mitterrand had argued for si
multaneous conferences on international 
monetary and trade issues. Many in both 
the U.S. and Europeans delegations agreed 
on the need for an international conference 
on monetary issues; although, suggested ob
jectives for it varied. Representative Tom 
Coleman assigned much of America's 
present trade difficulties, including a $123 
billion deficit in 1984 to the high dollar. But 
Representative Coleman also warned that 
the strong dollar was making it difficult for 
U.S. companies to compete at home, since 
high interest rates have made the U.S. an 
attractive field for foreign competitors and 
operations. He recommended reduction of 
the U.S. budget deficit, improvement of the 
investment climate within Europe, and 
greater cooperation among the Western eco
nomic powers as necessary steps to improve 
the international economic climate. 

The European delegation agreed with 
much of what Representative Coleman said. 
However, several speakers advocated strong
er state intervention in capital markets than 
preferred by most of the Americans. Also, 
the Europeans proposed establishment of 
specific margins to govern the adjustment 
of exchange rates-a recommendation the 
Reagan Administration has opposed. Some 
of the European members claimed that a 
more responsible policy on behalf of the 
United States would reduce the conditions 
which have contributed to greater Third 
World debt. 

The trade discussion concentrated on a 
new multilateral trade round and the 
present and future status of the GATT. 
Representative Bill Frenzel frankly ac
knowledged that protectionist sentiment 
was mounting in the Congress and that 
there was mounting disillusionment with 
the GATT process. A new GATT round, 
Representative Frenzel observed, would not 
address some of the significant issues affect
ing international trade, such as export 
credit systems, -relative tax burdens, or the 
relative value of monetary units. Without 
agreement on a definition of subsidies in a 
new round, the United States might estab
lish a unilateral definition and implement 
policy as it sees necessary. In closing, Repre
sentative Frenzel agreed with other speak
ers on the urgent importance of addressing 
problems related to the international mone
tary system. Many of the European did not 
view the future of the GATT as pessimisti
cally as Representative Frenzel and urged 
the United States to hold to the GATT 
system and avoid bilateral trade agree
ments. The Europeans were also disturbed 
by what they preceived as mounting protec
tionism in the United States-symbolized 
most recently to them on June 20 by the 
President's announcement of an increased 
tariff on pasta imports from the EC. 

Both the United States and the European 
Community also experienced trade prob
lems with Japan. Thus, both delegations 
briefly discussed their trade relationship 
with Japan. Representative Don Pease re
viewed U.S. trade relations with Japan and 
assigned a sizeable share of the U.S. prob
lem to the high dollar. However, while 
Japan may adhere to the formal rules of the 
world trade system with its low tariff levels, 

its informal or unwritten rules still cost U.S. 
exporters significant market losses. For ex
ample, Japan dominates the world market 
in semi-conductors because of the policies of 
its conglomerates which sell chips at a loss 
and then offset these losses with profits 
from other operations. Japanese practices in 
many areas of business are not subject to 
the GATT, Representative Pease noted, 
therefore, it has been hard to get them to 
reform. Representative Pease stated it was 
time for Japan to begin taking corrective 
measures, and he suggested that Prime Min
ister Nakasone's encouragement of more 
Japanese purchase of imports might signal 
an important beginning. The Europeans 
agreed with Representative Pease's observa
tions about the problems posed by Japan's 
internal economic and business structures, 
pointing, in particular, to the difficulties 
caused by Japan's distribution system. 

Representative Pease also made a presen
tation on the steel industry and U.S.-EC 
trade problems in steel. In his explanation 
of the Steel Import Stabilization Act of 
1984, Representative Pease pointed out that 
the Act's limitation of foreign imports to 17 
to 20.2 per cent of the U.S. market was ac
companied by requirements that the U.S. 
steel industry move toward modernization 
and make a commitment to worker retrain
ing. This latter concern about worker re
education to avoid unemployment was also 
raised by Ms. Magdalene Hoff of the Feder
al Republic of Germany. 

Another steel issue concerning the status 
of the 1982 U.S.-EC Arrangement which 
seeks to limit steel imports from the EC. 
Representative Pease hoped that the Com
munity would accept the latest U.S. offer to 
resolve a dispute over pipe and tube steel 
imports, and he urged the Europeans to 
support negotiations on "consultation" 
products. This category of steel product was 
not formally included in the 1982 Arrange
ment; however, there was agreement that 
the two sides would consult if there had 
been a significant upsurge in these imports 
in the U.S. market. Although the Europeans 
did not respond specifically to these state
ments about the 1982 Steel Arrangement, 
they emphasized their commitment to set
tlement of outstanding issues with the 
United States through negotiations. 

AGRICULTURE 

Discussion of trade problems related to 
agriculture were influenced by two develop
ments: The decision of the U.S. Department 
of Agriculture to provide $2 billion of Com
modity Credit Corporation inventories as 
bonuses to U.S. exporters to compete in 
world markets in 1988, and the announce
ment by the President on June 20 to in
crease tariffs on pasta imported from the 
EC. The European delegates suggested the 
United States did not appreciate the degree 
of efforts already taken to reform the 
Common Agriculture Policy <CAP>. Among 
the measures they mentioned were limited 
guarantee payments to producers, milk 
quotas, and an ongoing effort to get agree
ment on reduced cereal prices. The Europe
ans protested against the added tariff on 
pasta and the Department of Agriculture's 
bonuses for farm exporters. Concerning the 
latter, Mr. Mark Clinton of Ireland said it 
would bankrupt both U.S. and European 
farmers. The U.S. delegation responded that 
the Agriculture Department program was a 
statement of U.S. frustration with existing 
conditions. They also claimed the United 
States was more willing to negotiate on agri
cultural issues than the EC. 

Also included in the discussion on '8-gricul
ture was food and development assistance 
toward Africa. After reviewing the recent 
history and present state of U.S. and EC 
food policy toward Africa, Representative 
Doug Bereuter outlined steps which the Eu
ropean Community and the United States 
could take to improve their policies' effec
tiveness. For the EC, Representative Bereu
ter suggested that instead of paying to store 
and export its surpluses it should provide 
these surpluses as food aid and then pay its 
producers the difference between low world 
prices and higher EC prices. Both the U.S. 
and EC could work together to insure that 
food aid would not disrupt existing local 
food production and marketing. Also, both 
donors and recipients need to consult more 
regularly in order to coordinate food aid 
policy with reform and structural changes 
in the national economies. Lastly, there is a 
need for better project coordination among 
the donors. Taken all together, Representa
tive Bereuter suggested that it was especial
ly important to establish U.S.-EC coordina
tion at the country level. 

NARCOTICS, HUMAN RIGHTS, TERRORISM, AND 
VISA RECIPROCITY 

Originally, these four topics were to be in
cluded in one working session, but the 
length of discussion on them and earlier 
subjects demanded that another session be 
added. Representative Benjamin A. Gilman 
opened the discussion with a review of nec
essary measures to combat drug trafficking 
and drug production. Representative 
Gilman referred to the size of the narcotics 
business in the U.S., $110 billion, to illus
trate how great the problem has become on 
a global scale. Although one can find posi
tive signs in the struggle against drug traf
ficking, such as recent measures by the Gov
ernments of Thailand and Colombia, Repre
sentative Gilman stated there "must be in
creased financial support from the interna
tional community for narcotics control pro
grams." He urged the European legislators 
to join in efforts to create coordinated 
global and regional drug strategies against 
drug trafficking and to eradicate local drug 
production. Some of these endeavors would 
complement the United Nations consider
ation of a new convention against narcotics 
trafficking. Representative Gilman also en
couraged the EC member nations to give 
more support to the United Nations Fund 
for Drug Abuse Control; at present, only 
three of the 10 EC members contribute to it. 
Mrs. Simone Veil of France agreed on the 
need to do more, and pointed out that the 
European Parliament had taken important 
steps by setting up a committee of inquiry 
on narcotics. 

The issue of international terrorism had 
been on the agenda weeks before the hijack
ing of TWA Flight 847 in Athens and subse
quent terrorist acts. Those events lent an 
urgency to the planned discussion. Because 
of the threat of international terrorism to 
democratic values, the two delegations 
agreed to the text of a joint statement con
demning international terrorism and calling 
for government measures to combat it. The 
two delegations stated their belief that 
there should be a joint conference of compe
tent public officials to examine this issue. 
The text of the joint statement follows: 

The Members of the European Parliament 
Delegation and the Delegation of the U.S. 
House of Representatives regard interna
tional terrorism as one of the most serious 
threats to the fabric of civilization and its 
democratic values. The hijacking of TWA 
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Flight 847, the taking of hostages, the 
murder of Robert Stethem, and the airport 
bombing in Franklurt are but the most 
recent examples of the terrorist threat that 
has profoundly affected our free societies. 

Combating international terrorism re
quires multilateral action among the United 
States, the member nations of the European 
Community and other democratic and civil
ized societies. The European Parliament and 
the U.S. House of Representatives in their 
respective resolutions of 18 April and 20 
June, 1985 condemned terrorism as a rejec
tion of the fundamental values and rights of 
our societies and a threat to democracy and 
called for government measures to combat 
terrorist acts effectively. All nations, large 
and small, are equally threatened. To this 
end, the two delegations believe that a joint 
conference of competent public officials 
should be convened. Furthermore, joint and 
effective steps to assure safe and secure civil 
aviation are urgently required. 

Our democracies certainly have the re
sources to destroy international terrorism. 
We must mobilize the political will to give 
this battle the highest priority it demands. 

In the discussion of terrorism, Mr. Elmar 
Brok of the Federal Republic of Germany 
emphasized the need for a single definition 
of terrorism in order to oppose it more ef
fectively. From the U.S. delegation, Repre
sentative Mark Siljander argued that much 
of the international terrorist movement 
could not operate without Soviet orchestra
tion and that terrorism had become the 
present form of Soviet war against the 
West. Representative Siljander recommend
ed a number of steps to fight the spread of 
terrorism: A better public understanding of 
its danger, improvement in Western intelli
gence-gathering capabilities; the use of mili
tary force when required; adoption of diplo
matic and economic sanctions against its 
supporters, and non-negotiation with terror
ist groups. The European delegation strong
ly shared Representative Siljander's con
cern about the growth of terrorism, but sev
eral questioned his argument that the Sovi
ets bear primary responsibility for its or
chestration. 

Turning briefly to the issue of human 
rights, Representative Tom Lantos com
mented that the human rights situaton in 
the Soviet Union had deteriorated, even 
though the Soviets had signed the Helsinki 
Accords ten years ago. He urged his fellow 
parliamentarians to condemn equally viola
tions of human rights by regimes on the po
litical left or right and to be willing to go 
beyond symbolic protests. Human rights, 
Representative Lantos observed, cannot be 
the sole criterion in foreign policy, but it 
certainly should rank equally with commer
cial considerations in foreign policy. Repre
sentative Gilman concurred with these ob
servations and underscored the importance 
of the Ottawa meeting of the Helsinki Com
mission in May-June 1985, which was the 
first time the Commission had devoted an 
entire meeting to human rights. 

The last issue, visa reciprocity, involves 
the removal of the present U.S. requirement 
for visas for citizens of the EC countries en
tering the U.S. for business or pleasure. The 
European delegation explained that this 
policy creates a poor image of the United 
States in Europe, especially since there are 
no similar requirements for U.S. citizens vis
iting Western Europe. The U.S. delegation 
responded very sympathetically to the Eu
ropean position. Representative Alfred 
McCandless told the Europeans that Sena
tor Alan Simpson had introduced a provi-

sion in his immigration bill in the current 
Congress which seeks to correct this prob
lem; Simpson's language was similar to that 
which had been contained in the Simpson
Mazzoli bill of the 98th Congress which had 
not reached final passage. However, Repre
sentative McCandless pointed out the com
plications caused by the high rate of illegal 
immigration into the United States. He also 
noted that when the Department of State 
had considered a program to drop visa re
quirements for citizens from select countries 
others had protested and charged favorit
ism, thereby moving the State Department 
to drop its consideration. 

CENTRAL AMERICA 

The discussion of the present situation in 
Central America showed the variety of per
spectives in the EC on this issue as well as 
the changes of outlook within the Congress 
over U.S. policy toward Nicaragua. Mr. Brok 
emphasized the successes he saw in the 
present situaton in El Salvador. President 
Duarte had implemented a land reform pro
gram, steps had been taken towards demo
cratic reform, and the United States had 
supported Durate's efforts to open discus
sions with his opposition. In comparison, 
Nicaragua had become less democratic, the 
number of political prisoners had increased 
beyond that under President Somoza, and 
the visit of Daniel Ortega to Moscow had 
shown disturbing ties with the Soviet 
Union. Another European speaker, Mr. 
Ernest Glinne of Belgium, was less critical 
of Nicaragua and more critical of the poli
cies of the United States. He opposed the 
economic sanctions on Nicaragua imposed 
by the United States and argued that the 
United States should give stronger support 
to the Contadora process. In order to de
crease Nicaragua's dependence on the 
Soviet Union, Mr. Glinne advocated pursuit 
of a regional and energy program which 
would tie Nicaragua more to its neighbors. 
Mexico, for example, could replace the 
Soviet Union as a source for oil. 

Responding for the U.S. delegation. Rep
resentatives Tom Coleman and Bill Richard
son stressed that the U.S. outlook on Nica
ragua had shifted because of Ortegas poli
cies and recent visit to Moscow. Representa
tive Coleman pointed out that the Carter 
Administration initially hd sought to aid 
the Sandinistas but had stopped because of 
humanitarian concerns-a lesson about the 
Sandinistas that seemed as important today 
as it was then. Representative Richardson 
concurred with these judgments about the 
costs of Ortega';s behavior and added that 
Nicaragua had misrepresented its intentions 
to the United States. He noted an increased 
consciousness among Democrats and Repub
licans of the importance of bipartisan for
eign policy. This had been shown in both 
the House and Senate by earlier votes in 
June to support humanitarian funding for 
the "Contras", the guerrillas opposing the 
Sandinista regime. 

The examination of U.S. and EC policies 
toward Central America ended three days of 
very productive discussion. For the U.S. del
egation, this meeting provided an excellent 
opportunity to obtain an understanding of 
European thinking on most of the political, 
economic, and commercial issues affecting 
our relationship. Even though disagreement 
sometimes appeared over issues like SDI or 
select commercial matters, what impressed 
both delegations was the mounting impor
tance of working together to solve problems 
affecting the United States and the Europe
an Community. Nothing demonstrated this 
mutual concern more than the agreement 

on a joint statement on international terror
ism. The next meeting with the European 
Parliament will be in January, and we are 
looking forward to continuing our discus
sions then. 

Sincerely, 
ToM LANTos, 

Chainnan. 
SAM GIBBONS, 

Cochainnan. 
BENJAMIN A. GILMAN, 

Cochainnan.e 

ENHANCING LOW POWER TV 
OPPORTUNITIES 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
a previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from Virginia [Mr. BoucHER] is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 
e Mr. BOUCHER. Mr. Speaker, I am 
pleased to join with my colleague the 
gentleman from Wisconsin BoB KAs
TENMEIER, chairman of · the Judiciary 
Committee's Subcommittee on Courts, 
Civil Liberties and the Administration 
of Justice, in introducing legislation 
which frees an emerging new commu
nications service-low power televi
sion-from an unanticipated burden 
imposed upon it by the Copyright Act. 

Our bill is a technical amendment, 
acceptable to all interested parties, 
which safeguards the interests both of 
copyright owners and users. It opens 
the door to enhanced competition in 
the communications marketplace and 
provides increased local television 
service for Americans living in rural 
communities. 

The legislation establishes a clear 
definition of something previously un
defined: the local service area of a low 
power television or [LPTVJ station. 

LPTV stations are small-scale TV 
stations now being licensed by the 
Federal Communications Commission 
to provide local broadcast TV service 
to communities which are frequently 
overlooked or underserved by existing, 
regular TV stations. 

The definition of a television sta
tions "local service area" contained in 
the Copyright Act of 1976 does not 
apply to LPTV stations. This oversight 
has had an unanticipated, but devas
tating affect on LPTV which has de
veloped subsequent to passage of the 
act. 

As a result, local cable television sys
tems must consider a local LPTV 
signal a "distant" signal for copyright 
purposes even if the LPTV station is 
located across the street and despite 
the fact that the LPTV station has al
ready paid the licensing rights for pro
gramming in the local market area. 
This anomaly has had a chilling affect 
on the expansion of LPTV stations. 

Our bill resolves the problem. A 
cable system which wishes to carry the 
local LPTV station would not be re
quired to pay "distant signal" copy
right rates for the local signal. 

If passed, this bill will make it possi
ble for literally thousands of new 
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LPTV stations to begin local TV 
broadcasting. Small communities 
which cannot support a conventional 
TV station would be able to enjoy 
what residents of large urban markets 
have had for years-TV coverage of 
local news, high school and communi
ty college sports, parades and local re
ligious services; in short, TV program
ming which reflects diversity and local 
values. 

Communities throughout southwest 
Virginia would benefit greatly from 
LPTV service. Industry experts inform 
me that Blacksburg, Christiansburg, 
and Radford are among the markets 
likely to have local broadcast televi
sion service from LPTV within the 
next 2 years. Additional stations are 
possible in Tazewell County and else
where. Indeed, any community which 
in the past has been large enough to 
support a radio station could support a 
local LPTV station as well. 

In short, I believe that our bill ac
complishes a great deal of good with
out interfering with the· interests of 
other parties in the copyright and 
communications area.e 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 

a previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from Florida [Mr. PEPPER] is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 
e Mr. PEPPER. Mr. Speaker, I was 
unavoidably absent during rollcall No. 
265 on July 26, 1985. Had I been 
present, I would have voted in the fol
lowing way: 

Rollcall No 265, on passage of the 
Jacobs amendment, as amended by the 
Nelson Amendment, reducing the ap
propriations for office expenses of 
former Presidents under H.R. 3036, I 
would have voted "no" ·• 

THE 17TH ANNIVERSARY OF 
INVASION OF CZECHOSLOVAKIA 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
a previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from Illinois [Mr . .ANNuNzrol is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 
e Mr. ANNUNZIO. Mr. Speaker, on 
August 21, the people of Czechoslova
kia and Americans of Czechoslovakian 
descent will commemorate the 17th 
anniversary of the 1968 invasion of 
Czechoslovakia by the Soviet Union. 

In 1968, on this Soviet Day of 
Shame, the Communists overran 
Czechoslovakia's borders with over 
500,000 soldiers in a brutal attempt to 
crush the hopes and dreams of this 
peace-loving nation. This act once 
again demonstrated the Soviet Union's 
unwavering commitment to a policy of 
stopping any attempt by individuals to 
assert their inherent rights of free
dom, liberty, and self-determination. 

Today the Communists continue re
lentlessly in their oppression of those 
who wish to reestablish an independ-

ent Czechoslovakia; and we as Ameri
cans, the leaders of the free world, 
must persist in our support of those 
Czechoslovakians who are devoted to 
reestablishing a free homeland. 

Charter 77, a courageous Czechoslo
vakian dissident group, has consistent
ly forced the Communist leaders to ac
count for their inhumane treatment of 
the Czechoslovakian people. Recently, 
the group marked its eighth year of 
existence as a voice of opposition to 
the Soviet-controlled government. 

At this point in the RECORD, I would 
like to share with my colleagues an ar
ticle that appeared in the March 22, 
1985, edition of the Washington Post, 
which describes the latest activities of 
this brave group of Czechoslovakian 
dissidents. The article follows: 
CZECHOSLOVAK RIGHTS GROUP PROVES To BE 

SURVIVOR 

<By Bradley Graham) 
PRAGUE.-In the Soviet Bloc, where human 

rights groups tend to fall early victim to the 
repression they condemn, Czechoslovakia's 
Charter 77 is an example of survival against 
the odds. 

Marking the eighth anniversary of its ex
istence recently, Eastern Europe's oldest 
dissident group issued a lengthy restate
ment of principles and aims-in part to 
remind the world it still exists and in part to 
clarify for signatories what the movement 
stands for. 

Charter 77's field of comment has broad
ened since its founding in 1977 in defense of. 
human rights. In recent years, it has pro
duced reports on such diverse topics as pol
lution, rock music and drugs. Its aim, say 
supporters, is to offer Czechoslovaks an al
ternative voice to that of their Communist 
government. 

A lengthy appeal issued by the charter 
movement this month called for the dissolu
tion of NATO and the Warsaw Pact and the 
creation of an association of "free and au
tonomous" European nations. "Perhaps 
such an ideal seems a dream," said the 17-
page document. "Yet we are convinced that 
it represents the will of most Europeans." 

Going up against one of the most stiff
backed regimes in the communist world has 
been a painful experience for many signers 
of the charter. A large number have been or 
are still being prosecuted, and often impris
oned, for participating in the movement. 

Most of the signatories have endured a va
riety of forms of harassment, from loss of 
jobs to permanent police surveillance to ex
clusion of their children from universities. 

On March 11, the day Mikhail Gorbachev 
came to power in the Soviet Union, police in 
PragUe raided an apartment where 48 per
sons, many of them chartists, were viewing 
newsreels of the 1968 Soviet-led invasion of 
Czechoslovakia. All were detained, some for 
as long as two days, then released. 

"We offered dialogUe to the state at the 
beginning, without illusions of course," said 
Eva Kanturkova, a writer, signer of the 
charter manifesto and one of those present 
at the clandestine film showing. "But the 
only dialogUe we've had has been with the 
state security service." 

• • • • • 
Charter 77 insists that it does not aim to 

be a mass movement. Supporters, known as 
signatories, number 1,200, and the group 
has been gaining only several dozen new 
ones per year. 

"It is not an organization nor a basis for 
opposition activities," said an anniversary 
statement issued in January, "Charter 77 
has no members, only signatories. It is not 
something one can join or leave. only sign. 

"It does not intend to enunciate its own 
programs of political or societal changes or 
reforms. Its goal is the rehabilitation of 
people as the true subjects of history. 

"What a person can gain [from signing] is 
the feeling of being liberated, the feeling of 
being true to himself, the feeling of being 
publicly responsible again, the feeling of 
having left the forum of general indiffer
ence and of not participating, with his si· 
lence, in matters that are evidently immor
al." 

Charter 77 is represented by three spokes· 
men who change from year to year. Their 
names are attached to the documents re
leased irregularly in the group's name. The 
three used to be chosen to reflect the major 
factions-ex-Communists, Roman Catholics 
and noncommunist intellectuals. This year's 
all have leftist backgrounds. 

Mr. Speaker, I join with Americans 
of Czechoslovakian descent through
out the 11th Congressional District of 
Illinois, which I am honored to repre
sent, and our Nation, as they com
memorate the 17th anniversary of the 
invasion of Czechoslovakia. May their 
hopes and prayers for a homeland free 
of Soviet domination soon be real
ized.e 

HELSINKI'S lOTH ANNIVERSARY 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 

a previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from Maryland [Mr. HoYER] is 
recognized for 60 minutes. 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, as the co
chairman of the U.S. <Helsinki) Com
mission on Security and Cooperation 
in Europe, I rise today in commemora
tion of the Helsinki accord's lOth anni
versary. On August 1, 1975, the leaders 
of 33 nations of Western and Eastern 
Europe, Canada, and the United 
States signed the Helsinki Final Act. 
Seen as the capstone of detente policy, 
the Final Act placed respect for funda
mental human freedoms squarely 
within the East-West framework as a 
basic element of government-to-gov
ernment relations. Through good faith 
observance of the Final Act's stand
ards for responsible and humane inter
national conduct, signatory states 
were to advance along the difficult 
road toward mutual trust and coopera
tion. 

As President Ford said upon signing 
the accords in 1975: 

History will judge this Conference not by 
what we say here today, but by what we do 
tomorrow-not by the promises we make, 
but by the promises we keep. 

From the beginning, the West has 
acknowledged that full implementa
tion of the Helsinki accords' human 
rights provisions realistically cannot 
be accomplished overnight but would 
necessarily be a long-term process. 

On the eve of the lOth anniversary, 
it is getting that we pause a moment 
to reflect upon the Helsinki process. 
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The original critics of Helsinki and 
others who have been disillusioned in 
recent years by the lack of significant 
progress in human rights in certain 
signatory states raise serious questions 
about the credibility and utility of the 
Helsinki process. The U.S. <Helsinki) 
Commission welcomes public debate 
on these questions, for we believe that 
the Helsinki process addresses issues 
and ideas about which a concerned 
world public should not remain silent. 

Generally speaking, in the 10 years 
since the Helsinki accords were signed, 
East bloc human rights behavior has 
registered on the bad to worse end of 
the scale. 

Rare improvements in human rights 
conduct have been largely grudging, 
dilatory, cosmetic, and calculated to 
serve other than humanitarian inter
ests, generally signifying only tempo
rary movement from the bad to the 
less bad. At once a characteristic and a 
major cause of the deterioration of 
East-West relations, East bloc human 
rights conditions have taken a quanti
tative as well as a qualitative turn for 
the worse. 

The Soviet human rights record 
showed marginal improvement from 
1975 through 1979. Despite many ar
rests, Soviet dissidents were active and 
effective. Ten unofficial Helsinki 
groups sprang up in the U.S.S.R. 
Soviet citizens could listen to Western 
short-wave radio broadcasts. Soviet 
Jewish emigration reached the record 
high level of over 50,000 in 1979. The 
Kremlin, bouyed by detente, adopted a 
somewhat more tolerant stance toward 
limited dissent. 

In 1980, the Kremlin embarked on a 
harsh new law-and-order campaign
KGB style. Several foreign policy fac
tors led to the demise of detente: 
Western anger over the Soviet inva
sion of Afghanistan; the European de
cision to deploy American Pershing 
missiles; and the rise of Polish Solidar
ity. Soviet domestic realities, such a 
Kremlin leadership instability and de
clining Soviet standards of living, were 
equally compelling. Perhaps most im
portant, however, dissidents represent
ed more areas of the U.S.S.R. and 
more diverse social backgrounds-and 
the West was hearing about them. 

After 1980, arrests of Soviet dissi
dents tripled to nearly 240 per year; 
criminal charges against them grew 
vaguer and sentences grew longer; re
pressive new laws were passed. Condi
tions of imprisonment for about 10,000 
Soviet political prisoners worsened. In 
January 1980, Nobel Laureate Andrei 
Sakharov was summarily banished to 
Gorky. Today, the Sakahrovs have dis
appeared. 

The Kremlin also tried to cut the 
Soviet people off from the West. 
Jewish, German, and Armenian 
annual emigration rates fell to under 
1,000 per group. Laws were passed to 
discourage contacts with foreigners. 

Soviet jamming of Western radio 
broadcasts was resumed in the wake of 
Polish Solidarity. Direct-dial tele
phone calls, introduced as a come-on 
for the Olympic games, were canceled. 
A KGB campaign tried to cut the flow 
to the West of unofficial news about 
Soviet society. 

Today, this repressive human rights 
policy is still very much in place. Es
tablishing Soviet economy efficiency is 
clearly the first priority of the new 
Soviet leader Mikhail Gorbachev. 

The lack of significant progress in 
the area of human rights such as we 
find in the Soviet Union is not and 
should not be viewed as testimony on 
the credibility and utility of the CSCE 
process. This process has legitimized 
human rights as a matter of diplomat
ic discourse among nations and has 
placed it on the agenda of our allies. 
The CSCE process has become an im
portant instrument of diplomacy for 
the United States and for the other 
Western democracies. This instru
ment, applied in a determined, con
certed, and compassionate manner 
over time has yielded and will contin
ue to yield positive results. 

In East-West diplomacy, the Helsin
ki process has become the vehicle by 
which concerns in humanitarian, mili
tary, political, social, cultural, and 
other fields routinely are conveyed 
through bilateral and multilateral 
channels. Bilaterally, the Helsinki um
brella has afforded to the smaller 
Eastern bloc countries continued 
greater latitude in establishing rela
tionships with Western nations inde
pendently of the Soviet Union. 

The multilateral Helsinki approach 
to problems has served to increase 
Western leverage by compounding the 
political cost to the Eastern govern
ments of human rights· violations, 
while increasing their incentive to cor
rect them. Helsinki's European focus, 
unlike diffuse U.N. discussions, en
sures that debate remains centered on 
an area where Western ideas fall on 
familiar and fertile soil. 

The Soviets have proven adept at 
marketing its social and political 
system as a model for other States. 
Helsinki has provided a unique forum 
in which the United States and its 
allies can reveal publicly the grim, 
brutal reality behind the Soviet 
facade. These debates are significant 
in helping to form opinion within 
Europe. The CSCE process has 
become a continuing framework for 
the consideration of a broad range of 
East-West issues and keeps the door 
open to the possibility of concrete 
progress. 

Then there is the individual. By 
signing the Helsinki accords, the West
ern democracies in essence pledged to 
keep faith with the persecuted in the 
East. It is telling to recall that the 
West failed to anticipate the impact 
that the human rights provision of the 

Helsinki accords would have on East
ern bloc citizens. Western human 
rights advocates and politicians were 
not the first to act upon the accords as 
a means to expose human rights viola
tions in the East. East bloc citizens 
seized upon the Helsinki provisions as 
a program for human rights advocacy. 

Five Soviet Helsinki monitoring 
groups were established in Moscow, 
Ukraine, Lithuania, Georgia, and Ar
menia as were similarly inspired orga
nizations such as Charter '77 in 
Czechoslovakia and the Workers' De
fense Committee [KORl in Poland. It 
was the repressive regime's response to 
these monitors, who had openly ap
pealed to all Helsinki signatory gov
ernments and world public opinion for 
support, that finally stirred the West 
into action. Despite continued repres
sion, Helsinki monitors in the Soviet 
Union and Eastern Europe persevere 
in their perilous and selfless work to 
this day. 

In eloquent gestures of solidarity, ar
rested Soviet human rights activities 
have symbolically joined Helsinki 
monitoring groups from their places of 
confinement in labor camps or jails. 
Less than 1 week ago, Charter '77 
issued a statement in commemoration 
of the lOth anniversary. It is a state
ment of hope, of urging not to give up 
and of reaffirmation of the ideals of 
the Final Act. For these courageous 
men and women, the Helsinki process 
remains a source of inspiration and of 
hope. It is also a lifeline, however thin 
a thread. It is not for us to sever that 
thread. 

Mr. Speaker, 10 short years ago, the 
Helsinki Final Act helped to usher in a 
new era in international relations 
based on the precept that a states' 
humane treatment of its citizens is as 
significant as respect for a neighbors' 
frontiers or willingness to settle dis
putes peacefully. Because of Helsinki, 
Western governments now take it for 
granted that it is their right and re
sponsiblity to speak out when human 
rights violations occur in another par
ticipating state. 

At this moment Secretary of State 
Shultz accompanied by representa
tives of the Commission on Security 
and Cooperation in Europe meets with 
representatives of the other signatory 
nations to commemorate the lOth an
niversary. It is a solemn moment, a 
time for reckoning for coming to terms 
with our hopes and with our expecta
tions. The foundation of the Helsinki 
process was painstakingly built in 
Geneva. It has developed slowly and 
has suffered setbacks. Frustration is 
great and justified. But we should not 
lose sight of our ultimate aim, perhaps 
put most eloquently by physicist Yuri 
Orlov, founder of the Moscow Helsinki 
Group and a prisoner of conscience 
since 1977: "By our efforts, we in-

·-· 

' 



July 30, 1985 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE 21559 
crease the probability that in the end 
we shall be successful." 

0 1930 
Mr. Speaker, I am very pleased to 

yield to my distinguished colleague 
from the State of Texas [Mr. BusTA
MANTE]. 

Mr. BUSTAMANTE. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank my friend, the gentleman from 
Maryland, for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, I want to thank the 
members of the Helsinki Commission 
for organizing this special order on oc
casion of the lOth anniversary of the 
signing of the Helsinki Final Act. 

After 10 years the Soviet and East
ern bloc records of compliance to 
many of the provisions of the Helsinki 
accords is dismal. The Soviet Union 
not only violated the Helsinki accords 
but also the U.N. Charter when it in
vaded Afghanistan, and it still violates 
these international conventions every 
day of its occupation of that country. 
The Soviet Union's record on human 
rights is no more encouraging. One 
needs just to look at the present situa
tion of the intellectuals who formed 
the unofficial Helsinki group in 
Moscow to monitor Soviet human 
rights compliance. These intellectuals 
who took their government's signature 
unto the accords as a change in 
human rights policy, were sorely dis
appointed. The group was brutally dis
banded, with many of its principals 
like Antoly Shcharansky, Yuri Orlov 
imprisoned in very harsh conditions, 
or sent in exile like Andrei Sakharov. 
The Soviets have meted out such 
harsh treatment to these dissidents, 
that they have changed the West's 
focus from human rights issues to con
cern about the lives and health of 
these human rights advocates. 

Mr. Speaker, I want to turn my at
tention for a moment to the plight of 
Soviet Jewry. I concentrate on Soviet 
Jews for they form one of the largest 
Jewish communities in the world, and 
because they suffer badly from the ne
glect, nonobservance, and outright vio
lation of their rights and freedoms, 
both as individuals and as a communi
ty. 

While one of the basic rights guar
anteed under the Helsinki accords is 
the right to leave and to facilitate 
family reunification, the Soviets have 
hampered emigration. This is demon
strated by the existence of thousands 
of refuseniks and the continuing drop 
in emigration. Not only do the Soviets 
block emigration but they engage in a 
concerted campaign of harassment of 
applicants for family reunion. Appli
cants lose their jobs and cannot find 
any work leading to impoverishment 
and the threat of a charge of parasit
ism. They are thrown out of universi
ties and are deprived of academic 
standing. The government further iso
lates them by vilifying them in the 
media, by taking away their tele-

phones, by constantly surveilling 
them, and through physical attacks on 
them. 

The persecution does not end here. 
Jewish "activists", or more correctly, 
Jews who actively demand recognition 
of their rights to emigration, to pursue 
their culture and, to study the Hebrew 
language are subject to arrests, trials, 
and prison and labor camp sentences. 
Many are victims of brutal beatings. 

Mr. Speaker, the state of affairs of 
these Jews has moved me to request 
from Mr. Gorbachev that such inhu
mane actions cease. I particularly con
veyed my concern over the beatings of 
Yuli Edelshtein and Yosif Berenshtein 
and the recent conviction of Evegeny 
Aisenberg and the trial of Dan Sha
pira. With such a record before us, we 
may be led to ask what was the use of 
the Helsinki accords? It certainly did 
not change the functioning of the 
Soviet dictatorship. On the other 
hand, it has helped establish human 
rights as a legitimate issue of interna
tional concern. 

Mr. Speaker, our Government 
should continue its efforts on behalf 
of Soviet Jews. To that effect, we 
should require the Soviets to comply 
with universally recognized human 
rights before we give them concessions 
on bilateral relations. When coupled 
with economic, or other incentives, the 
Helsinki Final Act will then achieve its 
role as an instrument for promoting 
human rights. 

Mr. Speaker, I again thank my 
friend from Maryland for yielding. I 
wanted to express our concern and to 
join with the gentleman in this special 
order. 

Mr. HOYER. I thank the gentleman 
from Texas for his eloquent state
ment, for his support not only on this 
special order, but on a daily basis for 
the cause of human rights both in this 
country and around the world. 
e Mr. FASCELL. Mr. Speaker, August 
1, 1985 will mark the lOth anniversary 
of the signing of the Final Act of the 
Conference on Security and Coopera
tion in Europe <CSCE), in Helsinki, 
Finland. At that time the heads of 
state of 33 European nations, the 
United States and Canada affixed 
their signatures to a unique document 
which obligated its signatories to im
plement a series of complementary 
provisions in many fields, including co
operation in the humanitarian, mili
tary-security, economic, scientific and 
cultural areas. This week the Foreign 
Ministers of the 35 signatory states 
are again gathered in Helsinki to com
memorate the lOth anniversary of the 
process initiated in Helsinki and to 
give their assessment of the accom
plishments and failures of this endeav
or. 

The 10 years of experience we have 
had with this important process, the 
CSCE or Helsinki process as it is 
called, has yielded mixed results. 

Unique among diplomatic documents 
in Europe, the Final Act established 
an on-going review mechanism to peri
odically review the implementation of 
its provisions. The first of these review 
conferences was held in Belgrade, 
Yugoslavia, from 1977-78, the second 
in Madrid, Spain, from 1980-83 and 
the third will take place in Vienna, 
Austria, beginning in October, 1986. 
During these conferences, the full 
record of implementation failures and 
successes were reviewed and new meas
ures adopted. 

Despite initial, unsuccessful at
tempts by the Soviet Union and its 
allies to block discussion of human 
rights violations in their countries, the 
result of the Belgrade and Madrid 
review conferences and the recent 
human rights experts meeting in 
Ottawa, Canada, was to establish 
human rights as a legitimate issue of 
international concern and discussion. 
Through the CSCE process, it has now 
been firmly established that criticism 
of the manner in which a state treats 
its own citizens can no longer be dis
missed as interference in internal af
fairs but is of interest to all states. In 
short, the CSCE process has helped to 
inject a needed degree of accountabil
ity into the diplomatic treatment of 
human rights issues. 

The Helsinki process has provided a 
necessary support for the aspirations 
of the people of the Warsaw Pact 
countries. Shortly after its adoption, 
the Final Act was published in full 
throughout the Soviet bloc and unex
pectedly gave rise to the spontaneous 
formation of citizen groups in several 
countries interested in monitoring and 
encouraging their government's com
pliance with the Final Act. Despite re
peated repression and harassment, 
these groups have continued to func
tion, particularly in Czechoslovakia 
and Poland, and to provide useful in
formation on the human rights situa
tion in their countries. 

Another important positive accom
plishment of the CSCE process has 
been the political dialogue which has 
been established among the 35 signa
tory states on a wide variety of issues 
ranging from confidence-building 
measures to scientific and cultural de
velopment in the Mediterranean area. 
As part of the CSCE process, discus
sion is now underway in Stockholm, 
Sweden, on the development of con
crete, militarily significant confidence 
and security-building measures de
signed to increase military security 
and reduce the outbreak of conven
tional war in Europe by miscalcula
tion. In other areas of the Final Act, 
we can look forward to a high-level 
cultural forum in Budapest this Octo
ber bringing together important cul
tural figures as well as diplomats from 
all signatory states as well as to an Ex
perts Meeting on Human Contracts 
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next year in Bern, Switzerland, to seek 
ways to improve family reunification. 

Unfortunately, the status of the Hel
sinki process on its lOth anniversary is 
not as rosy as the brief analysis I have 
just made would indicate. Undermin
ing and endangering all the positive 
accomplishments of the Helsinki Final 
Act has been the repeated failure of 
the Soviet Union and several of its 
allies to abide by its obligations under
taken when it signed the Helsinki Ac
cords. Most glaring has been their lack 
of implementation, in fact outright 
violation, of the human rights and hu
manitarian provisions of that docu
ment. Thousands have been arrested 
and imprisoned since the signing of 
the Final Act, most for simply desiring 
to exercise their rights and freedoms 
guaranteed in the Final Act itself. 
While the Helsinki process has added 
an important element of accountabil
ity into diplomatic discourse on 
human rights, it unfortunately has 
been powerless to induce the offend
ing countries to improve their repres
sive practices. 

We can criticize all we like, but if 
these criticisms and suggestions go un
heeded over time, many will begin to 
question the utility and efficacy of the 
entire process. To be sure, there have 
been intermittent improvements in 
certain East European countries, usu
ally on the eve of an important CSCE 
forum, but overall the record of imple
mentation, particularly in the human 
rights area, has not been good. Emi
gration from the Soviet Union has 
slowed to a trickle, dissent has been 
brutally suppressed and the hopes of 
millions in Eastern Europe, awakened 
in 1975 by the promise of the Helsinki 
Final Act, have been disappointed. 

The dismal record of the Soviet 
Union has not been confined to the 
human rights area. The invasion and 
occupation of Afghanistan marked a 
violation of the very heart of the Final 
Act's basic principles that signatory 
states should refrain from the threat 
or use of force and respect one an
other's national sovereignty and terri
torial integrity. The imposition of 
martial law in Poland in 1980 and all 
the subsequent repression there is an
other vivid reminder of the failures of 
the CSCE process. It is instructive, in 
this regard, to note the hyprocrisy of 
the Soviet Union, which has, with 
much fanfare at the Stockholm CDE 
Conference, been pushing for a Treaty 
on the Non-Use of Force, a pledge al
ready contained in the Helsinki Final 
Act and which the Soviet Union is vio
lating daily in Afghanistan. 

The lOth anniversary of the signing 
of the Helsinki Final Act provides us 
with a valuable opportunity to reaf
firm our commitment to the Helsinki 
process, and particularly to its human 
rights and humanitarian provisions. 
The East-West dialog initiated in Hel
sinki 10 years ago and the process of 

review and accountability which has 
been gradually established have 
proven to be valuable assets. The Hel
sinki process has provided a beacon of 
hope to the peoples of Eastern Europe 
and has even helped to marginally im
prove their lives by enhancing some
what the free East-West flow of 
people, information and ideas. 

We cannot ask too much of the Hel
sinki process, since it is unrealistic to 
expect that in a mere 10 years there
pressive nature of Soviet society would 
fundamentally change. What we 
sought when we signed the Final Act 
in 1975 were incremental changes and 
improvements as well as an estab
lished instrument for calling attention 
to the need for continued compliance. 
This we have largely achieved. It 
cannot be ignored, however, that con
tinued Soviet repression of any form 
of dissent and its policy in Afghani
stan have endangered the real achiev
ments of the Helsinki process and un
dermined its credibility. Unless these 
outright violations of the spirit and 
the letter of Helsinki cease, the Hel
sinki Final Act will ultimately fall 
short of its primary goal of building 
real trust, security and cooperation 
among the peoples of the 35 signatory 
states.e 
e Mr. MA VROULES. Mr. Speaker, 
Thursday, August 1, 1985, marks a 
milestone in East-West relations. It is 
the lOth anniversary of the Final Act 
of the Conference on Security and Co
operation in Europe, held in Helsinki, 
Finland to promote world peace, the 
free exercise of human rights, and 
better understanding and cooperation 
between East and West. 

In the years which followed the sign
ing of the Helsinki Accords, some 
gains were realized. For example, the 
Soviet Union allowed increased emi
gration of national minorities and im
proved conditions for foreign journal
ists; there has been greater openness 
about military activities, including the 
voluntary exchange of observers at 
military exercises; and scientific and 
economic activity between East and 
West increased. However, this progress 
fell far short of the high standards set 
at Helsinki. 

As of late, Soviet action in human 
rights has been deplorable. A glaring 
example of this is the emigration of 
Soviet Jews to the West. In the years 
following Helsinki, 1975-79, 124,402 
persons were granted exit visas. How
ever, in the last 5 years, only 35,816 
have been allowed to emigrate. This 
shows a blatant disregard for the long 
term goals of the accords. We must 
continue to pressure the Soviets into 
conformation with the goals of the 
Pact through continued spotlighting 
of human rights violations in the eyes 
of world opinion. The Helsinki accords 
are the best forum to keep this pres
sure on the Soviet Government to im
prove conditions for national minori-

. 

ties. Perhaps if such a forum was 
available in the 1930's, atrocities such 
as the Holocaust or the bloody purges 
of Stalin may not have taken place. 

At the present time, we are engaged 
in the first significant arms control 
talks of this decade with the Soviets in 
Geneva. This type of continuing dialog 
is the best avenue available to achieve 
world peace and stability. On this his
toric occasion, let us revive the spirit 
of Helsinki and call on the negotiators 
in Geneva to end the arms race-a 
race which has no winners. And, let us 
make the second decade after Helsinki 
a decade of achievement.e 
• Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Speaker, I 
rise to commemorate the lOth anniver
sary of the signing of the Final Act of 
the Helsinki accords. 

This anniversary provides an oppor
tunity to reflect back on what could 
have been a turning point in relations 
between East and West. The signing of 
these accords sparked a strong hope 
that a better understanding and sense 
of cooperation would be established 
and that a mutual commitment to the 
advancement of human rights would 
be recognized. 

Today's anniversary should be the 
celebration of a decade of accomplish
ment toward greater respect for 
human freedom and fundamental 
rights. 

But, Mr. Speaker, today is not a day 
to celebrate accomplishments, for 
there have been precious few. Sadly, 
today is a day of regret and disap
pointment. Regret that the Soviet 
Union has not been held accountable 
for the fundamental disregard for 
human rights it has displayed, and dis
appointment that an agreement which 
once held so much promise has not 
been fulfilled. 

The Soviet Union's human rights 
record has, in fact, deteriorated since 
the Helsinki accords were signed. 
Events including the 1979 invasion of 
Afghanistan, increased pressure on 
Poland, and the 1983 shooting down of 
an unarmed Korean jetliner evidence 
the gross betrayal of the intent of the 
accords by the Soviets. 

Emigration of Soviet Jews has also 
dwindled from 51,000 in 1979 to just 
900 last year. This significant decline 
is not because less people wish to leave 
the U.S.S.R. Indeed, sources indicate 
that more people than ever before 
have expressed a desire to emigrate. 
Increased harassment, loss of jobs, 
censorship of mail and phone calls, 
and even imprisonment generally suc
ceed in suppressing attempts to emi
grate. 

The Kremlin obviously has its own 
opinion of minimal standards of 
human rights, but the Congress of the 
United States and the citizens of the 
free world must not accept their defi
nition. As Members of the greatest 
democratic body in the world, we must 
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reaffirm our commitment to the goals 
set forth in the Final Act, and we must 
reaffirm our commitment to pressur
ing the Soviet Government to do the 
same. 

The lOth anniversary of the Final 
Act of the Helsinki accords must serve 
as a reminder that we must constantly 
be vigilant about human rights in 
order to ensure their promotion and 
protection. The next 10 years must be 
a decade of challenge, change, and 
progress as we work to share with op
pressed peoples throughout the world 
the freedom we in this country so 
abundantly enjoy ·• 
• Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, I would 
like to commend the gentleman from 
Maryland [Mr. HOYER] who, as the 
distinguished vice-chairman of the 
Commission on Security and Coopera
tion in Europe [CSCEl, referred to as 
the Helsinki Commission, has made 
available this time to us today in order 
to enable us to expound upon the lOth 
anniversary of the signing of the Hel
sinki Final Act. It is an important 
commemoration which we discuss 
today, and one which I welcome. 

Prior to the meeting of the 35 na
tions in Helsinki in August, 1975, there 
were several years of intense negotia
tions regarding the many provisions of 
the Helsinki document. In its final 
form, it contains three baskets, or sec
tions. The first basket focuses on secu
rity matters, although principle No. 7 
deals with human rights in general. 
The second basket deals with econom
ics, while the third basket discusses 
human rights provisions, among them, 
family reunification. I was pleased to 
cosponsor House Joint Resolution 361, 
a companion bill to Senate Joint Reso
lution 180 which commemorates the 
lOth anniversary of the signing of the 
Helsinki accords, and which was the 
topic of House consideration earlier 
today. In conjunction with that meas
ure, I was pleased to join the gentle
lady from Connecticut [Mrs. KENNEL
LY], in introducing a concurrent reso
lution today which focuses more dis
tinctly on principle No.7 of basket one 
to which I just referred. Principle No. 
7 is 1 of 10 guiding principles in the 
Final Act, and asserts respect for 
human rights and fundamental free
doms, including the freedom of 
thoughts, conscience, religion or 
belief. It is highly appropriate that we 
focus attention on this aspect of the 
accords, and in reviewing the 18th 
Semiannual Report by the President 
to the CSCE, we find that, "The 
Soviet Union has continued to violate 
both the letter and spirit of principles 
guiding relations between states as set 
forth in the Helsinki Final Act." 

Having turned back the pages of 
time to review remarks made by the 
late Soviet leader Leonid Brezhnev at 
the time of the signing of the Helsinki 
accords, I find it especially interesting 
that he stated, "We assume that all 

countries represented at the confer
ence will implement the understand
ings reached. As regards the Soviet 
Union, it will act precisely in this 
manner." President Gerald Ford, in 
his address at the signing, accurately 
conveyed the observation that partici
pating nations at the Helsinki meeting 
will be judged "not by the promises we 
make, but by the promises we keep." 

Following the historic signing cere
mony, Helsinki Watch Monitoring 
Groups were formed across the Soviet 
Union. Their aim was to closely follow 
the actions of Soviet authorities in 
their -implementation of the principles 
in the three baskets. Congress also 
acted, by forming the Helsinki Com
mission-the Commission on Security 
and Cooperation in Europe-in 1976. 
Since its inception until this past year, 
the Commission was ably and respec
tively chaired by our colleague, the 
gentleman from Florida and the dis
tinguished chairman of the Foreign 
Affairs Committee, DANTE FASCELL. 
His tenure has been a guiding light for 
the Congress and for the administra
tion in following actions taken by na
tions signatory to this agreement. The 
Commission's work this year is being 
ably directed by the junior Senator 
from New York [Mr. D'AMATo] and 
the gentleman from Maryland, [!vir. 
HOYER.] 

In the decade that has followed, we 
have witnessed the unprecedented 
abridgement of human rights in the 
Soviet Union and elsewhere, as evi
denced by the almost complete disso
lution of the aforementioned human 
rights monitoring groups. Of the many 
courageous men and women who par
ticipated over the years, most have 
been sent to labor camps, imprisoned, 
incarcerated in pyschiatric hospitals, 
or exiled. Only a few remain un
touched by the heavy hand of Soviet 
repression. 

Soviet Jewish emigration, which 
peaked at 51,000 in 1979, has dropped 
to less than 900 emigrees in 1984. Ar
rests of Soviet Jewish Hebrew teachers 
and activists has increased dramatical
ly, and the expected number of Prison
ers of Conscience hovers over 30. Then 
number of men, women, and children 
who have been denied permission to 
emigrate, or the ability to rejoin their 
families in Israel has soared each year, 
in direct contravention to the Accord 
and its principles which are our topic 
of discussion today. Discrimination is 
not limited to Soviet Jews-there are 
hundreds of Pentacostals who have 
been arrested and harassed for the 
simple desire of wanting to practice 
their religion freely and openly. And 
the case of little Kaisa Randpere, a 1-
year-old Estonian girl who should be 
allowed to be raised by her loving par
ents in Sweden, all cry out for true 
and proper implementation of the Hel
sinki Final Act. 

' 

Mr. Speaker, the first Helsinki 10 
years have shown us that continued 
vigilance on our part is a necessity. As 
a member of the Post Office and Civil 
Service Committee, I have been closely 
involved with an ongoing investigation 
into the interruption and tampering of 
mail going into and out of the Soviet 
Union. Individuals whose cases we are 
now investigating include the eminent 
scientist and Nobel Peace Prize 
winner, Dr. Andrei Sakharov. But 
there are thousands more men and 
women who suffer this insidious prac
tice at the hands of unnamed Soviet 
officials. 

We in the West cannot stand idly by 
as they are arrested for no real reason, 
harassed and beaten, their homes 
searched, personal items confiscated, 
and then sentenced to prison, labor 
camps or internal exile. These prac
tices are not within the letter or spirit 
of the Helsinki Final Act. The people 
of the United States will not abide 
such blatant cruelty. 

As we commemorate the signing of 
the document which gives us the in
herent right to strive for the freedom 
of all peoples, let us look forward to 
the next expert's meeting in Bern, 
Switzerland in February 1986, with 
the goal that our renewed efforts will 
hopefully have improved the situation 
for all men and women, whose only re
maining hope depends on what is em
bodied in the Helsinki Final Act.e 
• ~:lr. WORTLEY. Mr. Speaker, today 
we honor an agreement and a process 
that has had mixed success but has 
still succeeded in being an important 
means of working for human rights in 
the Soviet Union and other East bloc 
countries. 

The Soviet Union has a convenient 
policy of abiding by international 
agreements as long as it is in its self
interest to do so. This is a natural 
policy of all governments, but in free 
societies, pressure is brought to bear 
on governments by their populations 
or other governments to abide by 
agreements even if they would rather 
not. 

Unfortunately, the Soviet Union has 
been singularly free of significant 
pressure to abide by its commitments. 

When the Soviet Union signed the 
Fi1;1.al Act in 1975, it agreed to refrain 
from the threat or use of force against 
other nations. It invaded Afghanistan 
in 1979. 

It agreed to take effective measures 
against terrorism and prevent territo
ries from being used for terrorist ac
tivities. The Soviet Union has several 
terrorist training camps on its terri
tory. 

The Soviet Union has agreed to 
assure constant, tangible progress in 
the exercise of human rights. It has 
reduced Jewish emigration from a 
high of 51,000 in 1979 to 896 in 1984, 
and Helsinki monitors, members of an 
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unofficial peace group and unregis
tered religious groups, and Jewish cul
tural activities have all been victims of 
increased human rights violations. 

The Soviet Union agreed to ensure 
individual freedom to practice and 
profess religion and consult with reli
gious organizations. It is quite obvious 
that this freedom is violated regularly, 
especially for Jews. 

Mr. Speaker, the Soviet Union has 
an atrocious record over the past sev
eral years, but it is not the Final Act 
that is at fault. It is the Soviet Union's 
failure. 

And perhaps the free world has not 
done enough to try to enforce the 
agreement. We write letters, we pro
test verbally, but what cohesive, con
crete action have we taken? None. 

If a country can violate an agree
ment without fear of reprisal, what in
centive is there for it to do othewise? 

Perhaps on the occasion of the lOth 
anniversary of the Final Act of the 
Helsinki accord, we should begin to se
riously consider what recourse signato
ries to that act have when it is violated 
on a consistent and systematic basis.e 
e Mr. PORTER. Mr. Speaker, I am 
pleased to participate in today's spe
cial order commemorating the lOth 
anniversary of the signing of the Hel
sinki Final Act. As founder and co
chairman of the Congressional Human 
Right Caucus, I know that many of 
my colleagues share my commitment 
to the standards for respect for human 
rights expressed in the Final Act. 

As a Helsinki Commissioner I had 
the opportunity to go to Ottawa last 
May and participate in the Human 
Rights Expert Meeting regarding com
pliance with those provisions of the 
Final Act. 

Our delegation, under the leadership 
of Chairman Senator ALFONSE 
D' AMATo and Cochairman Congress
man STENY HoYER, met with the 
Soviet delegation. As my colleagues 
can imagine, the Soviets were not 
eager to discuss our concerns regard
ing their failure to comply with the 
human rights provisions of the ac
cords. 

As we attempted to raise our con
cern over the treatment of Andrei Sak
harov, Anatoly Shcharansky and Dr. 
Yuri Orlov, the Soviets insisted upon 
talking about our country's treatment 
of American Indians and our problem 
with unemployment. 

Yet despite the Soviet delegation's 
unwillingness to admit to their failure 
to meet the standards of the Helsinki 
Final Act, I believe that it is of pri
mary importance that we continue to 
uphold these standards. It is necessary 
to view the Helsinki Final Act as a 
symbol for the struggle for human 
rights for individuals in the Soviet 
Union and its satellites. We must 
remind ourselves that for the op
pressed peoples of the world the U.S. 
commitment to human rights, particu-

larly those specified in the Helsinki 
Final Act, adds greatly to their indi
vidual struggle. For the most part, the 
Helsinki Final Act has helped to estab
lish human rights as a legitimate issue 
of international concern and discus
sion. 

The case for upholding the stand
ards of human rights outlined in the 
Helsinki accords cannot be overstated. 
We must view these documents in the 
important role they played in activat
ing human rights efforts throughout 
the Soviet Union and Eastern Europe. 

Today in my office I met with Alex
ander Lyakov who is currently on a 
hunger strike in solidarity with friends 
stuck in the Soviet Union. His friends, 
Lyudmila Nemtseva and Dmitry Mar
chenko, have begun an open-ended 
hunger strike out of their frustration 
regarding the Soviet Government's 
policy to refuse them permission to 
emigrate. Although I do not support 
their plan to fast till death, I under
stand and sympathize with their seri
ous situation. Unfortunately, their 
story is one repeated by thousands of 
other Soviet citizens who have been 
denied permission to emigrate. 

And the story of persecution and 
harassment is repeated throughout 
Eastern Europe. In Poland the au
thorities have clamped down on the 
labor movement by outlawing Solidari
ty. In Czechoslovakia members of 
Charter 77, the Helsinki Monitoring 
Group, including Rudolf Battek, have 
been imprisoned. In Romania the 
Christian community has been sub
jected to great persecution, including 
the mistreatment of religious leaders 
and the desecration of churches. And 
in Bulgaria there have been numerous 
reports of persecution of the Turkish 
minority. 

In signing the Helsinki Accords, the 
U.S. and the other signators, commit
ted themselves to periodic meetings to 
review compliance with these stand
ards. We must use these accords, and 
all other available opportunities, to 
discuss with the Soviet Government 
our abhorrence of their treatment of 
human rights activists, religious be
lievers and ethnic minorities. 

I believe that the only way we will 
ever see progress in respect for human 
rights in the Soviet Union is by con
tinuing to trumpet our concerns in 
this area, at every available opportuni
ty, including the Arms negotiations in 
Geneva. In the past the United States 
has been far too willing, in my judg
ment, to sign agreements with the 
U.S.S.R. without obtaining firm com
mitments from them on issues of great 
importance to U.S. citizens. Our coun
try has much to offer to the Soviets, 
including technology and grain, and I 
am afraid that we will give away the 
store without obtaining a commitment 
from them regarding issues of primary 
importance to our Nation. In the past, 
I have contacted President Reagan to 

. 

express my sentiment that human 
rights must be on the agenda when
ever we talk with the Soviets. 

At times our most valuable tool in 
working on the cause of human rights 
is public relations-and the Soviets 
should never be allowed to escape 
from the painful exposure of public 
opinion. The media must recognize the 
value their scrutiny on this issue can 
bring to bear on the Soviet leadership. 

The motto for U.S. representatives 
negotiating with the U.S.S.R. must at 
all times prioritize respect for human 
rights. The lOth anniversary provides 
us with an excellent opportunity to re
affirm our commitment to the human 
rights standards embodied in the Hel
sinki Final Act, and to maintain our 
solidarity with the oppressed peoples 
caught behind the Iron Curtain. I urge 
my colleagues to join me in supporting 
the Helsinki accords, and to use their 
voices to encourage greater compli
ance by the U.S.S.R. and its satel
lites.e 
e Mr. AuCOIN. Mr. Speaker, I'd like 
to commend the sponsors of this im
portant special order. 

Today we commemorate the lOth 
anniversary of the Final Act of the 
Conference on Security and Coopera
tion in Europe, more commonly known 
as the Helsinki accords. 

Signed on August 1, 1975, the ac
cords were hailed as a breakthrough in 
East-West relations. Nearly every Eu
ropean Nation, the United States and 
Canada joined in support of the Hel
sinki Final Act which sets forth princi
ples including respect for sovereignty, 
inviolability of frontiers, nonuse of 
force, and respect for human rights. 
The accords also call for cooperation 
in science, technology, economic 
issues, and the environment. 

Also spelled out in the accords are 
standards for freedom of movement of 
people and information, family reuni
fication, and educational and cultural 
exchanges. 

Considering that there is no author
ity to enforce compliance, the Helsinki 
accords have been successful in help
ing to persuade nations to alter certain 
restrictive policies. 

However, there is one area where 
the accords have clearly failed. Soviet 
compliance with the accords, particu
larly improvement of human rights 
and emigration, has been far less than 
we had hoped. One issue in particular 
is useful as a yardstick for measuring 
Soviet progress-emigration of Soviet 
Jews. From a high of 50,000 in 1979, 
the number of Soviet Jews allowed to 
leave the U.S.S.R. last year plummet
ed to a mere 900. There are alarming 
signs that official harassment and per
secution of Jews in the Soviet Union is 
on the upswing. 

In addition, informal groups, such as 
the "Moscow Group" led by Uri Oolov, 
Andrei Sakharov, and Anatoly Shchar-
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ansky, that have developed to monitor .tice, we try to make it possible to 
compliance with the Helsinki Act have speak the truth, anq we-accept public 
been systematically disbanded by the responsibility for trying -to make our 
Soviet Government. ·vision a reality. Like Charter '77 the 

While celebrating the lOth anniyer- . Helsinki Final Act is not meant to' be a 
sary of the Helsinki accords, we must one-time purely symbolic gesture, but 
remember how much progress is yet to rather the beginning of work which 
be made.e must continue. 
• Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Speaker, on . . . . 
May 1, 1975, the leaders of 35 nations . W1thm Czechos!ovakia, the signato-
signed the Helsinki Final Act. Today, nes of Charter ~7 have summoned 
we mark the lOth anniversary of this great courage actmg as a model of 
unprecedented commitment on the active commitment to the ideals of 
part of 33 European countries, the Helsinki. May we succeed as well as 
United States, and Canada to respect they in directing the world's attention 
for the human rights of their citizens, to human rights, in struggling to 
particularly for freedom of thought, create an environment where it is pos
conscience, religion, and belief. sible to speak the truth, and in awak-

Ten years later we cannot yet cele- ening hope among those who are op
brate this anniversary in triumph. pressed.e 
~hroughout th~ Eastern Bloc repres- • Mr. GARCIA. Mr. Speaker, this 
s1on ?as remamed a ~o~tant. But week marks the lOth anniversary of 
eyen m the face. of contmumg oppres- the Final Act of the Conference on Se
s~on~ the C?~tments made at Hel- curity and Cooperation in Europe 
smki have msp~red hope among many [CSCEl more commonly known as the 
who are workmg for change. In Janu- . : 
ary 1977, as a direct result of the Hel- Hels~I accords: . . 
sinki Final Act 241 Czechoslovakian Public perception of the Helsinki ac
citizens in signlng a manifesto called cords has been based primarily on the 
Charte; '77, openly demonstrated human rights provision of the act. But 
their belief that responsibility and they are much more than that. In the 
maintenance of civil rights was the words of Charlotte Saikowski of the 
concern of individuals as much as gov- Christian Science Monitor, they are: 
ernments. 

Over the past 8¥2 years, spokesper
sons for Charter '77 and reports from 
the parallel, though complimentary, 
Committee for the Defense of the Un
justly Persecuted [VONSl founded in 
Czechoslovakia in 1978 have issued a 
constant flow of reports and updates 
on human rights abuses and condi
tions in their country. The signatories 
and spokespersons for these monitor
ing groups have borne the brunt of 
their Government's repressive might. 

Commitment to human rights 
within Czechoslovakia is not a com
fortable or easy position. Spokesper
sons and signatories to Charter '77, 
now numbering over 1,200 individuals 
risk their personal well-being, as well 
as the future of their children. In 
speaking out, Charter '77 signatories 
knowingly expose themselves to possi
ble arrest, detention, interrogation, 
and intrusive surveillance; their chil
dren have often been denied access to 
the nation's educational system. Ten 
of the twenty-four individuals who 
have served in the role of spokesper
son have served time in jail. 

In celebrating the eighth anniversa
ry of Charter '77, the Charter's 
spokespersons issued some wise obser
vations from which we can well be in
structed as we consider our continued 
commitment to the Helsinki process 
on this lOth anniversary. No one gains 
anything or changes anything for the 
better, they point out, simply by sign
ing a document. Yet, by signing a com
mitment to respect for human free
doms, we can bear witness to our 
ideals. By focusing attention on injus-

A carefully balanced package of principles 
designed to provide a framework for coop
eration <East-West> in many areas, includ
ing military, security, trade, science, tech
nology, environment, culture, and educa
tion. 

I would like to share with my col
leagues, however, excerpts from a 
report, published in November 1984, of 
the North Atlantic Assembly's Com
mittee on Civilian Affairs that deals 
with the humanitarian provisions of 
the Helsinki accords. The report, enti
tled "The Implementation of the Hu
manitarian Commitments Entered 
into at the CSCE," was prepared by 
Mr. Frans Vangronsveld, a member of 
the Belgian Senate, who is also the 
Rapporteur of the Civilian Affairs 
Committee's Subcommittee on the 
Free Flow of Information and People. 

I believe Mr. Vangronsveld's report 
offers a comprehensive assessment of 
the overall lack of commitment to the 
act by Eastern bloc nations. As chair
man of the Assembly's Civilian Affairs 
Committee, I am proud to associate 
myself with Mr. Vangronsveld's 
report, as well as with all the work 
done by the Committee and the entire 
Assembly. The Assembly, under the 
auspices of the Subcommittee on the 
Free Flow of Information and People, 
also puts out a quarterly publication, 
the Bulletin, which reports on viola
tions of the humanitarian provisions 
of the Helsinki accords. 

I can make available for my col
leagues copies of the Bulletin and Mr. 
Vangronsveld's report: 

SUMMARY 

I. IMPLEMENTATION OF THE HUMAN RIGHTS 
COMMITMENTS ENTERED INTO AT THJ: CSCE 

The Rapporteur sets out from the follow
ing observation: the signatories of the Hel
sinki Final Act and its follow-up do not all 
show the same commitment to implement
ing their human rights undertakings. The 
so-called "socialist" countries are in many 
cases determined not to implement them. 
The draft report draws up a picture, for 
each type of undertakirig, of the violations 
of the Final Act. It notes that the picture is 
varied. Certain countries, like Hungary, 
have progressed, while others decline to 
move forward at all. Some areas-like reli
gious freedom-seem more susceptible to 
change, while in others-such as freedom of 
association-there seems to be little likeli
hood of the situation improving. 

To induce the signatory states to keep 
their promises, the draft report proposes 
that Western diplomacy be "conditiona
lised", so as to avoid the drawbacks of "link
age". In order to do this, each of the Alli
ance countries should be encouraged to 
adopt a different approach, as the various 
Alliance countries maintain relations of dif
fering degrees with each of the communist 
countries. Care should be taken to avoid 
these countries reacting as a bloc, and this 
calls for coordinated but diversified diplo
macy. 

Public means represent a vital supplement 
to diplomacy, especially in a field which af
fects relations between peoples. The draft 
report calls for a separation between such 
activity and the diplomatic approach, with 
states resorting to public means only in the 
event of failure of diplomatic channels, and 
the rest being left to private initiative and 
international communication by means of 
orders and documents. 

I. IMPLEMENTATION OF THE HUMANITARIAN 
COMMITMENTS ENTERED INTO AT THE CSCE 

1. By the time the Madrid Conference 
closed some progress had been made in the 
field of human rights, particularly in the 
areas of the press and trades union rights. 
Since the signing of the Helsinki Final Act, 
however, there have been constant viola
tions of the human rights commitments 
contrived therein. One is entitled to wonder 
what point there is in progress on paper 
while the actual situation has not improved. 

2. The CSCE process has reached a crucial 
juncture. If no real progress is made in the 
field of human rights, the forthcoming 
meetings of the Conference will lose all 
credibility, since the Western signatories 
will know in advance that the commitments 
given by the Eastern bloc will have no prac
tical value. This would not only tend to 
make our diplomacy look ineffective, but 
would increase cynicism both on the part of 
the Eastern bloc countries and even more so 
on the part of public opinion in the West, 
for which the natural tendency would be to 
look on these developments as an abstract 
game of concern to governments for reasons 
that have very little to do with human soli
darity. It is therefore our Sub-Committee's 
task to see what means would be likely to 
bring about fuller and more balanced appli
cation of the commitments entered into the 
course of the CSCE process. In order to do 
this, we must first take stock of the extent 
to which these commitments have been vio
lated, then examine the paths, both public 
and diplomatic, which would make it possi
ble to bring pressure to bear on the signato
ries who appear to attach scant importance 
to honouring their promises-or indeed 
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appear to be determined not to honour 
them. 

a. Extent of the violations of the Helsinki 
commitments · 

3. This is not the place to detail the multi
ple violations of the human rights provi
sions of the Helsinki Final Act <Principle 
VII and Basket III in particular>. We must 
settle for a brief survey of recent develop
ments, attempting to pick out the most sig
nificant features. The Bulletin published by 
the International Secretariat for our Sub
Committee constitutes a sad catalogue of 
these multiple violations. Ninety to ninety
five per cent of them were perpetrated by 
governments of the Eastern bloc. 

4. However if we look more closely at the 
events of recent years we can detect a real 
disparity first of all between the conditions 
prevailing in the various countries of the 
Eastern bloc, and secondly between each of 
these countries' and the Soviet Union. 
These differences serve to define the subtly 
shaded framework within which our coun
tries' policies should be shaped, if they are 
to be realistic and effective. Actual condi
tions and pressures differ noticeably from 
one country to another, resulting in some 
unevenness in the degree of application of 
the various types of Helsinki commitment. 

(g) Encourage changes 
66. The Helsinki process, continued in Bel

grade and later in Madrid, represented an 
attempt to "Europeanise" human rights 
questions, giving each of the signatories a 
right to voice their views on the matters 
mentioned in the Final Act, and its follow
up, even in connection with affairs internal 
to another state. In other words, the princi
ple of non-interference is retained, but it 
cannot be invoked by a signatory to the Act 
to stop its partners intervening in connec
tion with specific instances on questions 
dealt with in the Act. Thus there is no 
longer any principle of non-intervention in 
Europe <Albania excepted>. This is why it is 
indispensible for the governments of the Al
liance to seize every opportunity to show 
their concern over the violations of the 
human rights provisions of the Final Act. 
Depending on the case, this should be done 
discreetly by diplomatic methods, or else 
publicly. But it should never be forgotten 
that this .is the major achievement of the 
CSCE process. 

67. This opportunity opened up by the 
Final Act and its follow-up is rendered even 
more effective by the fact that societies of 
the Eastern countries differ widely from one 
another. The survey given above shows that 
there are now large discrepancies in govern
mental behaviour between countries of the 
Warsaw Pact, and, even more importantly, 
between the societies living under the "com
munist" regime. This variety is even more 
striking if one considers not only the human 
rights aspects of the internal situation of 
these countries, but on a more global level 
the societies taken as a whole. Their eco
nomic systems, their types of political or
ganisation and the power of the Communist 
parties, for example, also vary substantially 
from one country to another. 

68. The CSCE process cannot claim any 
responsibility for this diversity, but, if it is 
used consistently, it indubitably represents 
a factor making for fluidity in relations be
tween European States. Anything that can 
help to transform the societies dominated 
by the Communist States by moving them 
towards greater diversity must help to make 
the "bloc" a less monolithic unit grouping 
and therefore less a bloc than an alliance. It 
is obviously up to the citizens of these coun-

tries themselves to consolidate these 
changes, but Western nations must not and 
cannot stand idly by. Any movement in this 
direction represents an advance for Europe
an peace. 

69. More formal consideration should 
however be given to the means which might 
make it possible to force the signatories of 
the Act to register some progress towards 
honouring their commitments. In this re
spect, the first principle must be precision. 
The Soviets and their satellites always 
prefer vague and "universally" applicable 
formulas to precise and concrete commit
ments. There is nothing surprising in this. 
The totalitarian regimes' "Newspeak" let 
them interpret general principles their own 
way: notions which for us have a precise 
meaning are so distorted as to become com
pletely malleable, serving to say anything 
one likes and its precise opposite. This is 
why the constitutions of the Communist 
countries detail rights which are often non
existent in practice. 

70. The prime objective for the free na
tions must therefore be to secure commit
ments from the leaders of the Eastern bloc 
countries and the USSR that are as precise 
and as verifiable as possible. The objective 
must be a situation in which compliance 
with the commitments can be monitored in 
a manner that leaves no room for doubt. In 
this respect, some progress was made in 
Madrid. The fact, for example, that replies 
to requests for visas for potential emigrants 
must now be given within six months (and 
no longer "within a reasonable time"> repre
sents a veritable commitment. In the same 
way the provisions relating to press corre
spondents will make it possible to arrive at 
an incontrovertible verdict on the extent to 
which the Madrid provisions are being 
faithfully applied. This must be the path 
taken by the forthcoming follow-up confer
ences on human rights. It is quite obvious 
today that global promises have no practical 
value. However we should not delude our
selves: the further the countries of the Alli
ance proceeds along this path, the more dif
ficult it will be to reach agreements. The 
Soviets and their allies will take shelter 
behind a restrictive interpretation of the 
principle of non-interference, although they 
themselves completely ignore this principle 
in waging their constant ideological war 
against the West. 

71. If paralysis is to be avoided, the ap
proach to these negotiations must be one 
that avoids confrontation between our Alli
ance and the Eastern bloc. We should make 
due allowance for the fact that the influ
ence which the Alliance and each one of the 
countries of the Alliance can exert on each 
of the countries of the bloc varies consider
ably. Our influence on Soviet society is 
minimal, but this is not the case for all the 
societies of the satellite countries, with 
which we have economic and human rela
tions that offer us broader scope for action. 
On the other hand the nations of the Alli
ance have more or less developed relations 
with the East, and any human rights policy 
must take account of the partners' capacity 
for influence. Policies that are too universal 
can be dangerous inasmuch as they run the 
risk of strengthening the solidarity between 
the leaders of the "brother countries", 
whereas the aim should be to weaken this 
solidarity. To make progress along this 
path, your Rapporteur suggests consider
ation, in turn, of diplomatic methods and 
public means. 

CONCLUSION 

90. Your Rapporteur would like to add 
that in his opinion parliamentarians from 
the member countries of the Alliance 
should be involved in the negotiations for 
the follow-up to the Final Act, following the 
United States practice, in order to make the 
public more familiar with these matters, 
which concern not only the States, but the 
citizens too. National delegations to the 
forthcoming meetings should at the very 
least include parliamentary observers, or 
better still contain parliamentarians as 
members of the delegation. The North At
lantic Assembly should likewise be involved 
in 'the prior consultation procedures of the 
member countries of the Alliance. This 
would make for greater consistency in the 
stances adopted within each of our coun
tries, and also between the countries them
selves. 

91. The purpose of this report is to think 
of ways of introducing human rights consid
eration into the framework of inter-state 
negotiations, in order to assure them of 
their rightful place. All too often, questions 
relating to the citizens themselves are 
looked on as external to the normal field for 
foreign policy: they are then used for infor
mational purpose or even propaganda pur
poses, or else in illustration of political con
siderations. 

92. It is your Rapporteur's view that mo
rality must have an integral place in the 
international concerns of democratic states 
and societies. This is not a matter of lapsing 
into other worldliness, but of making our 
moral objectives an integral part of our dip
lomatic practice. Human rights are one of 
the objectives of the Atlantic Alliance's 
international action. To come close to this 
objective, our nations must shape their 
international policy within this framework. 
Moral pressure must be backed up by politi
cal pressure. This is the price of consistency 
between our countries' foreign policies and 
the principles they invoke.e 
• Mr. WOLF. Mr. Speaker, I join my 
colleagues in celebrating the lOth an
niversary of the Helsinki Final Act. 
The signing of the Final Act at the 
Conference on Security and Coopera
tion in Europe in 1975 set forth the 
prin~iples which have helped establish 
human rights as a legitimate issue of 
international concern and discussion. 
The process which began in Helsinki 
has provided additional instruments 
for calling attention to human rights 
violations and for promoting human 
rights. -

August 1 marks the lOth anniversary 
of the day the heads of 33 European 
countries, the United States, and 
Canada, signed the Final Act of the 
Conference on Security and Coopera
tion in Europe. This agreement obli
gated the signatories to work toward 
greater cooperation in the military, 
economic, scientific, cultural, educa
tonal and humanitarian spheres. On 
this day these countries also made a 
commitment to respect human rights 
and fundamental freedoms. These fun
damental freedoms include a commit
ment to the principles of family reuni
fication, family visits by national mar
riage and travel for personal and pro
fessional reasons. 
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I have referred to the provisions of 

the Helsinki Final Act on numerous 
occasions, in correspondence with 
Soviet officials regarding human 
rights cases of particular concern to 
my constituents. This agreement has 
provided a platform from which to ex
press concerns about human rights 
abuses in the countries whose govern
ment institutions do not lend them
selves to the consideration of these 
rights. I know that I will continue to 
refer to the Final Act as I express my 
continuing concern about individual 
cases, and international human rights, 
in general. 

I share the commitment expressed 
by many of my colleagues today to the 
humanitarian principles embodied in 
the Helsinki Final Act and appreciate 
this opportunity to reconfirm this 
commitment.e 
• Mrs. BOXER. I am pleased to be a 
part of this special order commemo
rating the lOth anniversary of the 
signing of the Helsinki Final Act. 

I also want to commend my col
leagues responsible for the special 
order. We must take advantage of 
every chance we have to speak out 
about human rights violations around 
the world. The gathering of foreign 
ministers from the 35 signatory states 
in Helsinki this week is an ideal oppor
tunity to make our views known. 

This occasion is particularly signifi
cant-not because of what has been 
done but-because of what has not 
been done. The flame of hope in the 
hearts of so many on August 1, 1975, 
kindled by some initial improvement 
in human rights situations in many 
Eastern European countries, began to 
dim after the Soviet invasion of Af
ghanistan and has all but gone out 
since. 

The situation in the Soviet Union is 
particularly disturbing. We all know 
the statistics. The number of human 
rights violations has grown; the 
charges are more "trumped up"; the 
alleged crimes are more insignificant; 
the incidents of physical violence have 
increased; and the number of people 
being allowed to leave the Soviet 
Union has decreased. 

Mr. Speaker, my colleagues and I 
have risen, time after time, to speak 
about the plight of particular individ
uals. We have expressed our concern 
over the treatment of men like Sak
harov and Shcharansky. We have also 
publicly raised the hardships and mis
treatment of lesser known individuals 
like Isai Goldshtein and Roald Zeli
chonok. Today, however, I believe we 
should focus our attention, not on in
dividuals, but on the problem at 
hand-the current disregard for 
human rights of those countries who 
signed the Helsinki accords. 

Many people are concerned about 
those violations. I would like to share 
with you something that is happening 
in my district tomorrow. The Bay Area 

0 -. 

Council for Soviet Jews and several of 
my constituents are staging a mock fu
neral to "bury" the Helsinki accords. 
The funeral will feature a traditional 
coffin, and there will be several speak
ers. Yuri Yarim Agaev, a former Hel
sinki monitor and an emigree from the 
Soviet Union, will deliver the eulogy. I 
believe that funeral more accurately 
reflects the current state of affairs 
than what is happening in Helsinki. 

When I spoke to this body a couple 
of weeks ago about the plight of spe
cific Soviet Jews, I mentioned the 
meeting between Secretary of State 
Shultz and Soviet Foreign Minister 
Shevardnadze to commemorate the 
signing of the Helsinki accords. At 
that time, I urged Mr. Shultz to insist 
that the Soviets comply with the pro
visions of the treaty that they are 
meeting publicly to commemorate. I 
am today repeating that request. 
What better time than the lOth anni
versary of the signing of a document 
pledging a freer flow of information, 
ideas, and people between the East 
and West to ask the signatories to live 
up to the terms of the agreement. I, 
again, here on the floor of the U.S. 
House of Representatives, ask our Sec
retary of State to make known to the 
foreign ministers gathered in Helsinki 
that this country and its people expect 
them to live up to the provisions of 
the treaty that they are publicly meet
ing to commemorate. 

Again, Mr. Speaker, I thank my col
leagues for giving me this opportunity 
to speak out on this important and 
timely issue. And, again, Mr. Speaker, 
I publicly urge Mr. Shultz to be force
ful in letting the world know that we 
stand firm in our belief in human 
rights and will not back down in our 
insistence that people everywhere be 
granted the basic freedoms that are 
the right of all.e 
• Mr. WIRTH. Mr. Speaker, today we 
reflect on the accomplishments and 
the shortcomings of the Helsinki Final 
Act. Ten years after the signing of this 
important agreement, we need to 
make an honest appraisal of the act's 
contributions to the security and 
human rights situation in Europe. 

Any appraisal must focus on basket 
I, the heart of the Final Act. Basket I 
contains what many regarded in 1975 
as the Final Act's wellspring of hope
the Declaration of Principles Guiding 
Relations Among States. Principle 7 of 
the declaration enjoined signatories of 
the act to respect their citizens' 
human rights and fundamental free
doms, including the freedom of 
thought, conscience, religion, or belief. 
The fact that the Soviet Union and its 
Eastern European allies accepted this 
language provided a glimmer of hope 
for the long-suffering people in those 
countries. 

Sadly, however, that glimmer was 
quickly snuffed out. The Soviet Union, 
Poland, Romania, Bulgaria, Czechoslo-

vakia, and East Germany have buried 
human rights by orchestrating cam
paigns to terrorize those who demand 
the simple dignity of civil and political 
rights. 

Symbolic of the Soviets' disdain for 
the Helsinki accords is its treatment of 
members of their Helsinki Monitoring 
Group. Yuri Lytvyn died in 1984 while 
serving a sentence of 10 years in a spe
cial-regimen labor camp. Vladimir 
Shelkov died in labor camp in 1980 at 
the age of 84. He was serving a 5-year 
sentence in a special-regimen labor 
camp. Yuri Orlov, the leader of the 
Moscow Helsinki Monitoring Group, 
may be the next to die. He is presently 
serving a 5-year term of exile in Yaku
tia, where he is harassed by local in
habitants and given food rations that 
are insufficient to sustain him 
through the region's harsh winters. 
The vast majority of other Soviet Hel
sinki Monitors are either imprisoned 
or in exile. 

Human rights advocates in other 
Warsaw Pact countries have been met 
with similar persecution. And such 
horrendous treatment is by no means 
limited to human rights activists. Or
dinary citizens of all races, back
gounds, and occupations have been im
prisoned and destroyed for their reli
gious and political beliefs. Minority 
ethnic groups have been punished for 
their nonviolent practices and rituals 
which encourage cultural and ethnic 
differentiation. 

The unwillingness of the Soviet 
Union and its European allies to 
adhere to the principles of Basket I is 
clear. In fact, the human rights situa
tion in these countries has generally 
worsened since the Final Act was pro
mulgated. Some argue that this dete
rioration justifies our renunciation of 
the Helsinki accords. They would also 
argue that the lack of progress in 
achieving solid confidence-building 
measures through the Stockholm Con
ference and related fora is another 
reason to abandon the Helsinki proc
ess. 

Mr. Speaker, I disagree and join 
with my fellow commissioners of the 
CSCE in arguing just the opposite. It 
is unlikely that the human rights situ
ations in the Soviet Union or Eastern 
Europe would have improved in the 
absence of the Helsinki agreements 
and efforts by the CSCE; perhaps 
these situations might have been 
worse without Helsinki. Moreover, 
meetings of the Helsinki signatories 
have provided-and will continue to 
provide-our country and the democ
racies of Europe with the opportunity 
to bring to the world's attention the 
grievous human rights abuses taking 
place in these countries. The Helsinki 
process has also had the salutary 
effect of speeding the process of 
family reunification for Eastern Euro-

' 
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pean victims of governme~t repres
sion. 

Ultimately, the Helsinki process 
serves as the foundation for improved 
bilateral and multilateral relations in 
one of the world's most sensitive re
gions. Although the Helsinki process 
has not yet produced a comprehensive 
framework for securing the peace and 
protecting human rights in Europe, it 
has provided a meeting place for the 
superpowers and their European allies, 
a forum where tensions can be defused 
and modest improvements in relations 
can be made. In the nuclear age, such 
a forum is indeed valuable. 

As Flora Lewis noted in her New 
York Times column yesterday, Helsin
ki conferences "were among the few 
places where Soviet-American ex
change continued, if only as a shout
ing match, in the years of broken con
tact." My colleagues and I recognize 
the importance of that exchange. And 
we also recognize the importance of 
maintaining our firm commitment, 
through the Helsinki process, to 
human rights and a secure Europe. 
For those reasons, we must sustain our 
commitment to the Helsinki accords as 
a means of improving them and, as a 
result, the prospects of lasting peace. 

I commend my fellow commissioners 
for holding this special order and look 
forward to working with them to sus
tain the effectiveness of the · CSCE, 
which performed so admirably under 
the leadership of former Chairmen 
FASCELL and DoLE and should continue 
to do so under Chairmen HoYER and 
D'AMATo.e 
e Mr. LENT. Mr. Speaker, 1985 marks 
the lOth anniversary of the signing of 
the Helsinki Final Act. I am pleased to 
join my colleagues in reflecting on the 
significance of this act and on our 
country's commitment to the princi
ples set forth in that document. 

Thirty-five countries, including the 
Soviet Union and a number of other 
Eastern European countries, joined as 
signatories of the final act. Though 
not a legally binding agreement, these 
signatures represent a commitment to 
improving relations between nations 
and promoting human rights around 
the world. 

This act has been a beacon of hope 
for many who are struggling against 
the shackles of oppression. Unfortu
nately, in the 10 years since the final 
act was signed many of the signatory 
countries have been delinquent in 
their adherence to its human rights 
provisions. 

Human rights violations in the 
Soviet Union have actually worsened 
since the act was signed and the situa
tion in that country is deplorable. I 
have worked tirelessly in Congress on 
behalf of Soviet Jews who are among 
the many innocent victims of Soviet 
repression. The only crime committed 
by these people is their desire to prac
tice their religion freely. For this they 

are unjustly harassed and mercilessly 
persecuted. 

I am deeply disturbed by the worsen
ing trend in human rights violations in 
the Soviet Union. It is important for 
us to reaffirm our commitment to the 
Helsinki Final Act and to protecting 
human rights throughout the world. 
We must continue to apply pressure 
on the Soviet Government to uphold 
the final act and end their repressive 
regime. 

This lOth anniversary of the signing 
of the final act is met with the somber 
recognition that we have a long way to 
go to achieve the goals outlined in 
that document. It is my fervent hope 
that some day human rights will not 
have to be fought for as they are now. 
But, until that day we must continue 
to challenge those who would deny 
others human rights and dignity. I will 
continue to dedicate my efforts in 
Congress toward furthering that 
goal.e 
e Mr. LEVINE of California. Mr. 
Speaker, I am pleased to join my col
leagues in this special order to com
memorate the lOth anniversary of the 
signing of the Helsinki Final Act. 

Mr. Speaker, on August 1, 1975, the 
heads of 33 European countries, the 
United States and Canada, signed the 
Final Act of the Conference on Securi
ty and Cooperation in Europe [CSCEl. 
This 40,000-word document, commonly 
known as the Helsinki accords, was 
produced in the heyday of East-West 
detente. It is a carefully balanced 
package of principles designed to pro
vide a framework for improving coop
eration in many areas including mili
tary, security, human rights, trade, sci
ence, technology, environment, cul
ture, and education. 

This document was signed with the 
hope that relations between the East 
and West would improve, as would the 
lives of those living under oppression. 
Unfortunately, the Helsinki accords 
have not lived up to that hope. The 
Soviet view of Helsinki has increasing
ly glossed over what in western minds 
has become the accords' main promise, 
and perhaps the source of its main 
failing-the pledge by the 35 signato
ries to guarantee certain human 
rights, to open the flow of informa
tion, and to improve contacts across 
borders. 

One indicator of the Soviet record 
on human rights, for example, is the 
rate at which Moscow allows Soviet 
Jews to emigrate. In 1979, 51,320 Jews· 
were allowed to emigrate. That 
number dwindled. to 8-96 in 1984. To 
date in 1985j less than 500 have been 
allowed to leave. 

Yet, a major result of· the Helsinki 
accords has been the pr.oliferation of 
informal groups in Eastern Europe to 
monitor compliance with the human 
rights provisions. Scores of groups 
have sprung up to gather evidence and 
write· reports. We are all familiar with 

the "Moscow group" of intellectuals 
led by Yuri Orlov, Andrei Sakharov, 
and Anatoly Shcharansky, a group 
now brutally disbanded. 

We ourselves have become increas
ingly sensitive to human rights viola
tions against citizens of all nations. A 
special CSCE commission composed of 
representatives of Congress and the 
administration-the Helsinki Commis
sion-functions right here. Many 
ethnic and private human rights 
groups also keep up pressure on signa
tory governments to hold the Soviet
bloc countries accountable for human 
rights violations. 

The lOth anniversary of the signing 
of the Helsinki Final Act provides us 
with the opportunity to reaffirm our 
commitment to the humanitarian 
principles embodied in the Final Act 
and to maintain our solidarity with 
those rights are systematically violat
ed. Although the promise of accords 
has not been realized, we must still 
pursue the ideals embodied in it, for 
they are worthy of our best efforts. 

I commend my colleagues for sched
uling this special order on this impor
tant occasion, and I thank you for the 
opportunity to participate.• 
e Mr. ANNUNZIO. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
to join with the distinguished chair
man of the House Foreign Affairs 
Committee, the Honorable DANTE B. 
FAscELL; the co-chairman of the Com
mission on Security and Cooperation 
in Europe, the Honorable STENY 
HoYER; and the other members of the 
Commission, in commemorating the 
lOth anniversary of the signing of the 
Helsinki Final Act. 

On August 1, 1975, 32 European 
countries, as well as the Soviet Union, 
the United States, and Canada signed 
the Final Act of the Conference on Se
curity and Cooperation in Europe, 
more commonly referred to as the Hel
sinki accords. By signing this docu
ment, the signators demonstrated a 
historic and monumental internation
al commitment to insuring respect for 
human rights and fundamental free
doms, and at the same time encour
aged nations to work together in a 
spirit of economic and cultural coop
eration. 

The Helsinki accords have enabled 
the Western European countries and 
the United States to hold the Commu
nist bloc accountable for their blatant 
and systematic violations of this agree
ment. The accords assert that: 

The participating States will respect 
human rights and fundamental freedoms, 
including the freedom of thought, con
science, religion or belief, for all, without 
distinction as to race, sex, language or reli
gion, 

And that: 
"By virtue of the principle of equal rights 

and self-determination of peoples, all peo
ples always have the right, in full freedom, 
to determine, when and as they wish, their 
internal and external political status, with-

. . . 
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out external interference, and to pursue as 
they wish their political economic, social 
and cultural development. 

Yet, over the last 10 years, the world 
has witnesed numerous violations of 
the Final Act by the Soviet Union, and 
Soviet citizens, who have attempted to 
monitor their own country's compli
ance with the Helsinki agreement's 
principles, have been ruthlessly perse
cuted by the authorities. Sadly, all of 
the Helsinki monitors in the Soviet 
Union are either dead or are in prison, 
and although the Soviet Union is a 
principal signator of the Helsinki ac
cords, it continues to disregard this 
document, engaging in illegal military 
manuevers, manipulating sovereign 
governments, and suppressing the na
tional heritage, religion, and culture of 
the peoples in those countries it has 
forcibly occupied. 

Thousands of men, women, and chil
dren living under Communist control 
are confronted daily with Soviet bru
tality, and many Soviet dissidents, 
standing bravely in defiance of this 
constant oppression, continue to be 
the source of strength and inspiration 
for all those living in captive nations 
throughout the world who yearn from 
basic freedoms and the right of self
determination. 

Mr. Speaker, on this the lOth anni
versary of the Final Act of the Confer
ence on Security and Cooperation in 
Europe, let us reaffirm our commit
ment to work with our European allies 
to insure that all nations uphold the 
most basic principles of this act and 
renew our efforts to hold accountable 
the Soviet Union for any violations of 
these accords which it agreed to 
uphold 10 years ago.e 
• Mr. FISH. Mr. Speaker, the lOth an
niversary of the signing of the Helsin
ki accords by the leaders of 33 Europe
an countries, the United States, and 
Canada provides us with an important 
opportunity to reaffirm our strong 
commitment to the humanitarian 
principles embodied in the Helsinki 
Final Act. 

The Commission on Security and 
Cooperation in Europe set forth prin
ciples of behavior relating to military, 
trade, science, technology, environ
ment, culture, and education in the 
hopes of achieving a greater coopera
tion among nations. Despite the Sovi
ets' inability to live up to the stand
ards established at Helsinki, the Final 
Act is of great value as a political 
statement with which to pressure the 
Soviet-bloc countries to liberalize au
thoritarian systems and relax their re
pressive policies. 

As a result of the Helsinki agree
ments, dozens of informal groups have 
emerged to monitor compliance with 
the human rights provisions. Helsinki 
has inspired activity such as the 
"Moscow Group" of intellectuals and 
Charter 77, a human rights manifesto 
and civil rights movement in Czecho-

slavakia. Brave individuals continue to 
risk imprisonment to publicize their 
Government's abuse of civil liberties. 

These courageous efforts focusing 
world attention on humanitarian con
cerns, have created a successful forum 
in which to address violations of 
human rights. The Final Act remains 
a symbol of hope for those who are 
denied basic freedoms in oppressive so
cieties. 

Ten years later, our commitment is 
still strong. As we reaffirm our solidar
ity with those whose rights are in
fringed, we urge the Soviet-bloc coun
tries to abide by the humanitarian 
principles to which they subscribed as 
set forth in the Helsinki Final Act.e 
e Mr. COUGHLIN. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
in strong support of House Joint Reso
lution 361, commemorating the lOth 
anniversary of the signing of the Final 
Act of the Conference on Security and 
Cooperation in Europe. 

The Helsinki process began 10 years 
ago amid general optimism about East
West relations. Helsinki was an at
tempt to achieve lasting peace 
through a strong, comprehensive 
agreement on · accepted minimum 
levels of conduct by signatory nations 
in fields such as economic cooperation, 
military security and human rights. 

The United States can rejoice in this 
lOth anniversary of the Helsinki ac
cords, for they represent the universal 
appeal of those values upon which our 
own Republic was founded: freedom of 
thought, speech and worship main
tained through the exercise of civil 
and political rights. The great achieve
ment of the Final Act, and the ongo
ing process of its review and imple
mentation, has been the establishment 
of human rights as a valid and serious 
area for international cooperation and 
concern. The Helsinki process has 
catalyzed interest in human rights 
issues and provided an important 
forum for focusing on human rights 
violations. Helsinki raised our con
sciousness and provided hope for the 
greater development of human rights 
the world over. 

The United States and its European 
allies have happily subscribed to the 
Helsinki process, welcoming it as a 
long-needed tool; we have honestly 
and fairly adhered to all of its princi
ples. Unfortunately, others have cyni
cally disregarded the process. The 
Soviet Union and many of its Eastern 
European allies continue to suppress 
the activities and members of Helsinki 
watch groups, harass dissidents, cur
tail freedom of religion and culture, 
and curb emigration by ethnic minori
ties. Perhaps nowhere is this contempt 
of the very spirit of Helsinki more 
painfully evident than in the Soviet 
Union's treatment of its Jewish citi
zens. 

Still, these trangressions should nei
ther dishearten nor discourage us. 
Rather, they should serve to strength-

' 
,. 

en our resolve to support and even 
extend the Helsinki process. We can 
continue to use the process to show 
the world the blatant disregard of the 
Soviet Union for global opinion and 
for solemn international covenants. 

Helsinki serves as the last beacon of 
hope in the darkened world of op
pressed peoples in the Soviet Union 
and in Eastern Europe. We must take 
every opportunity to renew our com
mitment to the Helsinki Final Act, and 
those principles which it represents, 
until these people-along with all 
others in the family of man-walk in 
the bright sunshine of freedom.e 
• Mr. DWYER of New Jersey. Mr. 
Speaker, I am especially grateful 
today to participate in this timely and 
important special order. The process 
begun in Helsinki has helped to estab
lish human rights as a legitimate issue 
of international concern and discus
sion. 

It is essential that an attempt be 
made to establish and maintain com
munication with those who are 
trapped inside authoritarian and to
talitarian regimes. As representatives 
of the free world, we hope that our 
special order today will enable Jews to 
leave the Soviet Union in accordance 
with international law, and to help 
those who choose to remain in the 
Soviet Union live as Jews with the 
same rights accorded every other 
Soviet citizen. 

Today, a significant portion of the 
world's population is forced to endure 
hunger, pain, and oppression by gov
ernments whose policies deny even the 
most basic of human rights. Soviet dis
sidents like Andrei Sakharov have en
dured a lifetime of oppression and 
often look to democratic states for 
support. 

Mr. Speaker, it is my sincere hope 
that America, as the cornerstone of 
democracy, will continue to further 
the advancement of human rights, 
personal liberty, and perhaps most im
portant, foster the respect among men 
that leads to true freedom and the de
velopment of mankind's potential. 

In summary, I would like to offer my 
conviction that all Americans reflect 
on the great nature of our own free
doms, and that we earnestly endeavor 
among the world's oppressed to re
place terror with security, degradation 
with respect, and tyranny with free
dom.e 
• Mr. GALLO. Mr. Speaker, today, on 
the lOth anniversary of the signing of 
the Helsinki accords, world attention 
is once again focused on the failure of 
some nations to uphold the spirit or 
the letter of this international agree
ment. 

As freshman cochair of the Congres
sional Caucus on Soviet Jewry, I am 
particularly disturbed by the attitude 
of the Soviet Union toward the thou-

' 
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sands of Soviet citizens who are mem
bers of the Jewish faith. 

I am concerned for those within the 
Soviet Union who are denied the free
dom of religion and have an even 
greater concern for those members of 
this community who have made the 
difficult decision to leave Russia, but 
who are denied emigration rights. The 
freedom of religion and of movement 
are both guaranteed by the Helsinki 
accords. 

It is very traumatic for most people 
to leave the nation of their birth, their 
friends, and their way of life. The 
Soviet Government uses that anxiety 
to further punish its Jewish citizens 
by making them strangers in their 
own land. 

Those who have asked to leave are 
denied jobs and education and are 
held up to public ridicule as tools of 
Western imperialism or international 
Zionism. 

Furthermore, those Soviet citizens 
who have attempted to monitor com
pliance of the Soviet Union with the 
Helsinki accords have faced imprison
ment, exile or forced emigration. 

In the years following the signing of 
the Helsinki accords, the number of 
people allowed to emigrate from the 
Soviet Union rose to record levels. 
Since 1979, however, those numbers 
have declined dramatically. 

Recent signs of loosening emigration 
policies for certain groups within the 
Soviet Union are encouraging, but the 
overall number of emigrants has not 
increased, leading me to conclude that 
the current policy may be merely a 
public relations move, not serious 
reform in the policy. 

So, it is necessary at this time, as 
suggested in a recent report by the 
Commission on Security and Coopera
tion in Europe, that we review the bal
ance sheet on progress made in rela
tion to the Helsinki accords. This year, 
not only do we celebrate the lOth an
niversary of the signing of the Helsin
ki accords, we also celebrate the 40th 
anniversary of the end of the World 
War II. 

In those first years after the war, for 
a brief period, it seemed as though the 
world would react to the horrors of 
war by creating mechanisms to pro
mote peace and human rights for all 
peoples. Creation of the state of Israel 
and approval by the United Nations of 
the Universal Declaration of Human 
Rights gave hope that we could pre
serve historical boundaries and pre
vent repeated conflicts that threat
ened world peace. 

The nuclear arms race and a series 
of territorial disputes overshadowed 
early accomplishments. Repeated 
Soviet vetoes in the United Nations 
and failure to enact a verifiable arms 
control agreement further eroded the 
sense of optimism. 

Then, in 1975, on the 30th anniver
sary of the end of the war in Europe, 

35 nations signed a document that re
kindled the hopes of many with regard 
to human rights. 

The Final Act of the Conference on 
Security and Cooperation in Europe 
[CSCEJ was signed in Helsinki on 
August 1, 1975, by the United States, 
Canada, the Soviet Union and 32 Euro
pean nations. 

The Final Act is a political state
ment of intent. These accords carry 
considerable moral and political 
weight since they were signed at the 
highest level by both a U.S. President 
and a Soviet leader. 

Hopes have faded during the last 
decade, however, with repeated viola
tions of the accords, which declare 
that "the participating States will re
spect human rights and fundamental 
freedoms, including the freedom of 
thought, conscience, religion or belief, 
for all, without distinction • • • ." 

The Helsinki accords on human 
rights was endorsed in the tradition of 
the Universal Declaration of Human 
Rights and held out promise that sig
natory nations would allow freer 
movement of people, ideas, and infor
mation. 

However, a litany of human rights 
violations regarding the treatment of 
Jews in the Soviet Union and many 
others has accumulated in the 10 
years since the signing of the accords. 
The cases which harassment of fami
lies who have applied to emigrate, in
cluding loss of jobs with little hope of 
future employment in meaningful po
sitions, impoverishment, expulsion of 
young people from universities and 
conscription into military service; sur
veillance by authorities; physical at
tacks; arrest; and imprisonment on 
charges such as parasitism. 

These cases document clear viola
tions of Helsinki accord agreements to 
protect freedom of religion, minority 
rights, and cultural rights. It is impor
tant to remember that the unspeak
able human rights violations of World 
War II gave birth to the process that 
produced the Helsinki accords. 

This process has been a source of 
hope to citizens of the Soviet Union 
and Eastern Europe; therefore, the 
meetings such as that which recently 
took place in Ottawa and the com
memoration here today are important 
because they keep this process alive. 

As Ambassador Richard Schifter, 
head of the U.S. delegation to the Ex
perts Meeting on Human Rights in 
Ottawa, stated in his testimony, "We 
must keep in mind that a meeting 
such as that which was held in Ottawa 
was unthinkable as recently as 15 
years ago. The concept of limited gov
ernment, the ideas of the rights of the 
individual which originated with the 
thinkers and writers of the 18th centu
ry and which were enshrined in our 
own Declaration of Independence were 
ideas advanced first by individuals, 
then by groups and movements, and 

I 

were then adopted by countries, but 
only for domestic application. 

"The notion that governments 
might monitor the behavior of other 
governments toward their own citi
zens, that there would be internation
al conferences at which domestic prac
tices of participating countries would 
be subjected to scrutiny is one of 
recent origin." 

So, while the results of the Helsinki 
accords may be meager in their begin
ning stage, continuation of the Helsin
ki process may result in more plentiful 
gains in emigration, religious freedom, 
and other basic human rights in the 
future.e 
e Mrs. BURTON of California. Mr. 
Speaker, today marks the lOth anni
versary of the Helsinki accords, 10 
years of disappointments and dashed 
hopes. 

The hopes of 1975, at a time when 
detente was proving to be more than a 
dream, have now suffered from a 
decade of uncertain leadership in the 
Soviet Union and an escalation of 
rhetoric and nuclear arms rattling by 
both sides. 

But the Soviets are not alone in un
dermining the peaceful intent of those 
agreements of 10 years ago. The cur
rent administration has been disap
pointing, at best, in pursuing meaning
ful arms control opportunities. There 
have been instances where hard lan
guage has replaced cold logic in deal
ing with the Soviet initiatives. 

Mr. Speaker, we can do better. And, 
the Soviets certainly can do better. 

As for those of us in the United 
States and elsewhere, those of us who 
care about human rights, let us contin
ue our own "Helsinki Watch" to put 
constant attention and public pressure 
on all governments so that we can 
move toward the eventual peace that 
was brightly on the horizon in 1975, 
but now is dimmed with disappoint
ment. 

Mr. Speaker, I commend my col
leagues who have provided this special 
order so that those of us who truly 
care about these vital issues can speak 
out on this important milestone.e 
• Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, 
this month commemorates the lOth 
anniversary of the signing of the Hel
sinki Final Act. 

The Final Act, signed on August 1, 
1985, committed 33 European coun
tries, Canada, and the United States 
toward closer government relations 
over a wide range of activities. The 
Helsinki Act is unique among interna
tional accords in that it conditions 
international relations on each coun
try's respect for fundamental human 
rights and freedoms. The 35 signato
ries agreed to "promote and encourage 
the effective exercise of civil, political, 
economic, social, cultural and other 
rights and freedoms all of which 
derive from the inherent dignity of 
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the human person and are essential to 
his free and full development." 

Unfortunately, contrary to their 
pledge, several signatory nations con
tinue to flagrantly violate human 
rights. In the Soviet Union and many 
Eastern European countries, respect 
for the inherent dignity of man re
mains only an empty promise. Citizens 
are repressed. Helsinki Watch mem
bers are routinely imprisoned and 
exiled. 

Indeed, today 51 members of the 
Helsinki Watch Group are incarcerat
ed in prisons, labor camps, or psychiat
ric hospitals, or are serving terms of 
exile. Three Helsinki Watch members 
have died after years of mistreatment 
in Soviet labor camps. Dr. Yury Orlov, 
the founder of the Moscow Helsinki 
Watch Group, has been imprisoned 
for 8 years in a strict-regime, Siberian 
labor camp. House Joint Resolution 
357, which I introduced on July 26, 
1985, appeals for the release of Dr. 
Orlov and other imprisoned Helsinki 
Final Act monitors. 

Yet despite these gross violations by 
some signatory nations, the Helsinki 
Final Act is not without value, for it 
arms the repressed peoples of the 
world with the most powerful weapon 
they could possibly have-hope. Hope 
for worldwide cooperation in their 
quest for freedom. Hope for a future 
free from systematic oppression. 

Last month, I visited Romania, 
where I met with church leaders and 
human rights activists. My experi
ences with the people there confirm 
that international agreements to re
spect human rights offer them a vision 
for a better future. These agreements, 
by showcasing international coopera
tion, encourage citizens to actively 
promote change. These agreements let 
the repressed know that they are not 
alone in the fight for fundamental 
human rights and freedoms. The Hel
sinki Act of 10 years ago shines promi
nently among those international 
agreements.e 

e Mr. FOWLER. Mr. Speaker, 10 
years ago 35 nations signed an agree
ment in Helsinki committing them
selves to 10 principles to govern their 
conduct toward each other. These 
principles covered military security, 
economic and scientific cooperation, 
and human rights. All of the signato
ries solemnly pledged to observe all of 
these provisions. 

Some would have us set aside the 
portion of the Helsinki agreement con
cerning human rights especially prin
ciple 7 which requires signatory States 
to abide by the U.N. Charter, the Uni
versal Declaration of Human Rights, 
and other international accords pro
viding for the respect of such funda
mental human rights as freedom of 
though, of conscience, and of religion 
or belief. We are supposed to simply 
overlook this obligation or else treat it 

as so much diplomatic rhetoric, noth
ing more than empty words. 

But if the East-West dialog is to 
have real meaning, if we are to gain 
any confidence in solemn internation
al pledges in fields ranging from eco
nomics to arms control, we cannot 
ignore principle 7. If we are to remain 
true to our common humanity, we 
must not be blind to -questions of basic 
human freedoms. 

It is the policy of the United States 
to observe fully the Helsinki agree
ment and it must continue to be our 
policy to do all within our power to see 
to it that all the signatories of the 
Helsinki Final Act, including the 
Soviet Union and its allies, live up to 
the commitments that they them
selves freely entered into in 1975. We 
expect, and welcome, a full review of 
our own human rights performance by 
the other Helsinki signatories. At the 
same time we claim the legal, and 
moral, right to review the perform
ance of others. 

It is clear that East-European coun
tries, most notably the Soviet Union, 
continue to be guilty of a wide range 
of human rights violations that cannot 
possibly be reconciled with their prom
ises at aHelsinki. 

In the Soviet Union, the most severe 
violations have come in the areas of 
suppression of political dissidents, cen
sorship, restrictions on travel ane emi
gration, and denial of freedom of reli
gion. The Soviets continue to hold as 
many as 10,000 political prisoners, con
tinue to involuntary incarcerate politi
cal dissidents in psychiatric institu
tions, continue to systematically move 
against any domestic criticism of the 
Soviet State, continue to subject their 
own citizens wishing to leave the coun
try to countless obstacles, and contin
ue to harasss those seeking to exercise 
religious beliefs. 

After reaching a record high total of 
over 51,000 in 1979, Jewish emigration 
from the U.S.S.R. has been sharply 
and steadily curtailed, dropping to 
only 900 in 1984. Unfortunately this 
discouraging pattern has continued 
this year. This has been accomplished 
in part by severe restrictions on eligi
bility to apply for an exit visa. 

When we examine the subject of 
human rights, we are not talking 
about mere abstractions. Let us not 
forget that we are dealing with fellow 
human beings who are suffering with
out cause. In the truest sense, we are 
speaking for them as they have no 
voice in this matter. 

A few years back from Kishinev in 
the Soviet Union came word of a 
hunger strike and an urgent appeal to 
the Madrid Conference: 

We are Soviet citizens of Jewish national
ity, who have struggled for many years to 
leave the Soviet Union and be reunited with 
our close families in Israel. We have not 
been able to fulfill our dream ... We have 
tried everything, without result. We have 
beggerd, we have asked, we have inquired 

and still we are no further in our desire to 
be united with our families. We have thus 
decided to exercise the only thing left for us 
to do and go on a hynger strike which will 
begin on the opening day of the Madrid con
ference and which will continue for as long 
as the Conference lasts. Our purpose is to 
draw the world's attention to our plight. It 
is our only possible protect against this 
shameful denial of elementary human 
rights which are inscribed in the Helsinki 
Accords. No matter what happens to us we 
are counting on your support and we are ap
pealing to your conscience to help us from 
our bondage. 

Shortly after this communication 
was sent, one of its authors, Vladimir 
Tsukerman, was arrested for "hooli
ganism.'' 

When we speak out for the victims 
of repression, however, we are not 
doing so only for them. For they are 
on the cutting edge of freedom. They 
are fighting battles every day for us to 
make the world a more humane, a 
more stable and a more peaceful place. 

In closing I would like to echo the 
words of former Secretary of State 
Edmund Muskie, when he spoke of 
American human rights policy: 

We do all this not out of a native idealism 
and not only because it is right. We do all 
this because we have domestic and interna
tional legal obligations to promote respect 
for human rights. As signatories of the U.N. 
Charter and by our own laws, we are re
quired to work for increased observance of 
human rights by all countries. We also are 
convinced, in the most hard-headed, practi
cal sense, that emphasis on human rights 
serves our national interests. 

So let none of us forget our obliga
tions to each other as nations or as 
hyman beings. Let us make the lOth 
anniversary of the signing of the Hel
sinki Final Act a time for renewed 
commitment not only to security for 
nations, but security for people. Let us 
redeem the pledges of 10 years ago to 
respect human freedom and hyman 
dignity .• 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
back the balance of my time. 

GENERAL LEAVE 
I'ffr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5 legislative days in which to 
revise and extend their remarks on the 
subject of my special order this 
evening. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Maryland? 

There was no objection. 

HELSINKI'S lOTH ANNIVERSARY 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 

a previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
RITTER] is recognized for 60 minutes. 
e Mr. RITTER. Mr. Speaker, as we 
commemorate the lOth anniversary of 
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the signing of the Helsinki accords, it 
is worthwhile to call attention to those 
courageous individuals who, by serving 
as Helsinki monitors in the Soviet 
Union, are currently imprisoned or 
died in prison or died under other cir
cumstances. These individuals' crime 
against the state amounts to nothing 
more than their desire to see the ful
fillment of human rights obligations 
by the Soviet Union to the Helsinki 
agreements. 

They belong, or belonged, prior to 
imprisonment or death, to the Moscow 
Helsinki Group, the Ukrainian Helsin
ki Group, and the Lithuanian Helsinki 
Group. 

As the ranking Republican on the 
House Helsinki Commission, I strongly 
urge our commission to review the 
cases of the Helsinki monitors at its 
Ukrainian Helsinki Group, earliest 
convenience. 

For many of these individuals, the 
future is extraordinarily dangerous 
and it is our obligation to seriously 
and expeditiously consider their 
plight. 
IMPRISONED MEMBERS OF THE HELSINKI MON

ITORING GROUPS IN THE U.S.S.R. AND LITH
UANIA 

MOSCOW HELSINKI GROUP-SENTENCED 

1. Elena Bonner-Sentenced on August 17, 
1984 to five years of internal exile for "anti
Soviet slander." 

2. Ivan Kovalev-Sentenced on April 2, 
1982 to five years of strict regimen camp 
plus five years internal exile for "anti-Soviet 
agitation and propaganda." 

3. Anatoly Marchenko-Sentenced on Sep
tember 4, 1981 to ten years of special regi
men camp plus five years of internal exile 
for "anti-Soviet agitation and propaganda." 

4. Viktor Nekipelov-Sentenced on June 
13, 1980 to seven years in labor camp and 
five years of internal exile for "anti-Soviet 
agitation and propaganda." <Sentenced in 
October 1982 to prison for three years.) 

5. Yuri Orlov-Sentenced on May 18, 1978 
to seven years in strict regimen camp and 
five years of internal exile for "anti-Soviet 
agitation and propaganda." 

6. Tatiana Osipova-Sentenced on April 2, 
1981 to five years general regimen camp and 
five years of internal exile for "anti-Soviet 
agitation and propaganda." 

7. Feliks Serebrov-Sentenced on July 21, 
1981 to four years strict regimen camp plus 
five years exile for "anti-Soviet agitation 
and propaganda." Also a member of the 
Psychiatric Working Group. <Sentenced in 
1977 to one year in camp). 

8. Anatoly Shcharansky-Sentenced on 
July 14, 1978 to three years in prison and 10 
years in strict regimen camp for "anti
Soviet agitation and propaganda" and "trea
son." <Sentenced in October 1981 to return 
to prison for three years). 

UKRAINIAN HELSINKI GROUP-SENTENCED 

9. Mykola Horbal-Sentenced on April 10, 
1985 to eight years in labor camp plus five 
years internal exile for "anti-Soviet agita
tion and propaganda". <Sentenced in 1980 to 
five years of camp). 

10. Iosif Zisels-Sentenced on April 10, 
1985 to three years in camp for "anti-Soviet 
slander." <Sentenced in 1979 to three years 
camp for "anti-Soviet slander."> 

11. Vyacheslav Chornovil-Sentenced on 
June 6, 1980 to five years in strict regimen 

camp for attempted rape. <Arrested before 
completion of previous term of six years 
camp and three years exile). 

12. Olha Heyko-Arrested in March 1983; 
in camp for "anti-Soviet agitation and prop
aganda." Sentenced in November 1983 to 
three years strict regimen camp. <In 1980, 
he got a three year camp term for "anti
Soviet slander."> 

13. Vitaly Kalynychenko-Sentenced on 
May 18, 1980 to 10 years in special regimen 
camp and five years of internal exile for 
"anti-Soviet agitation and propaganda." 

14. Ivan Kandyba-Sentenced on July 24, 
1981 to 10 years special regimen camp plus 
five years exile for "anti-Soviet agitation 
and propaganda." 

15. Zinovy Krasivsky-Arrested on March 
12, 1980 and transferred into labor camp to 
serve the eight months in camp and five 
years of internal exile remaining under a 
1967 sentence for "anti-Soviet agitation and 
propaganda" and "treason." 

16. Yaroslav Lesiv-Sentenced on Novem
ber 15, 1981 to five yel\,rs of strict regimen 
camp for "possession of narcotics." <In 1980, 
he got two-year term for "possession of nar
cotics.") 

17. Levko Lukyanenko-Sentenced on July 
20, 1978 to 10 years in special regimen camp 
and five years of internal exile for "anti
Soviet agitation and propaganda." 

18. Myroslav Marynovych-Sentenced on 
March 29, 1978 to seven years in strict regi
men camp and five years of internal exile 
for "anti-Soviet agitation and propaganda." 

19. Mykola Matusevych-Sentenced on 
March 29, 1978 to seven years in strict regi
men camp and five years of internal exile 
for "anti-Soviet agitation and propaganda." 
<Sentenced in October 1980 to prison). 

20. Oksana Meshko-Sentenced on Janu
ary 6, 1981 to six months in strict regimen 
camp and five years of internal exile for 
"anti-Soviet agitation and propaganda." 

21. Mykola Rudenko-Sentenced on July 
1, 1977 to seven years in strict regimen camp 
and five years of internal exile for "anti
Soviet agitation and propaganda." 

22. Petro Sichko-Sentenced in June 1982 
to three years in strict regimen camp for 
"anti-Soviet slander." <In 1979, he got three 
year term for anti-Soviet slander.> 

23. Vasyl Sichko-Sentenced on January 
4, 1982 to three years strict regimen camp 
for "possession of narcotics." <In 1979, he 
got three year term for "anti-Soviet slan
der."> · 

24. Vasyl Striltsiv-Sentenced in October 
1981 to six years in camp on unknown 
charges. <In 1979, he got two year term for 
"violation of internal passport laws.") 

25. Vasly Stus-Sentenced on October 14, 
1980 to 10 years in special regimen camp 
and five years of internal exile for "anti
Soviet agitation and propaganda." 

DIED IN CAMP 

Oleksy Tykhy-Sentenced on July 1, 1977 
to 10 years in special regimen camp and five 
years of internal exile for "anti-Soviet agita
tion and propaganda" and illegal possession 
of firearms. <Died in camp from malnutri
tion on May 6, 1984>. 

Yuri Lytvyn-Sentenced in April 1982 to 
10 years of special regimen camp plus five 
years of exile for "anti-Soviet agitation and 
propaganda." Cln 1979, he got three year 
term for "resisting a representative of au
thority.") <Died in camp, probably suicide, 
in late August 1984). 

LITHUANIAN HELSINKI GROUP-DIED 

Rev. Bronius Laurinavicius-Killed (by 
truck> on November 24, 1981 in Vilnius. <On 

November 21, 1981, was subject of accusato
ry article in Tiesa, official Lithuanian news
paper). 

SENTENCED 

26. Viktoras Petkus-Sentenced on July 
13, 1978 to three years in prison, seven years 
in special regimen camp and five years of in
ternal exile for "anti-Soviet agitation and 
propaganda." <Petkus also joined the 
Ukrainian Helsinki Group in 1983>. 

27. Vytautas Skuodys-Sentenced on De
cember 22, 1980 to seven years strict regi
men camp and five years of internal exile 
for anti-soviet agitation and propaganda." 
<U.S. citizen. Also member of the Catholic 
Committee>. 

28. Algirdas Statkevicius-Sentenced on 
August 11, 1980 to forcible psychiatric treat
ment after being arrested on February 14, 
1980, reportedly for "anti-Soviet activities." 
<U.S. citizen). 

GEORGIAN HELSINKI GROUP-SENTENCED 

29. Merab Kostava-Sentenced on Decem
ber 15, 1981 to five years in camp for "resist
ing a representative of authority." <Before 
completion of previous term of three years 
camp and two years exile). 

30. Valentina Pailodze-Sentenced on May 
25, 1983 to eight years strict regimen camp 
plus three years exile for "giving bribes" 
and for "giving false testimony." <In 1978, 
he got a three year term for "anti-Soviet 
slander.") 

ARMENIAN HELSINKI GROUP-DIED 

Eduard Arutunyan-Died of natural 
causes in late November or early December 
1984. Had been arrested on November 5, 
1982 and sentenced to three years strict 
regime camp for "anti-Soviet slander." <Had 
served previous three-year term on similar 
charges from 1979-82>.• 

EQUITABLE TREATMENT WITH 
RESPECT TO PAY 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
a previous order of the House, the gen
tlewoman from Ohio [Ms. OAKAR] is 
recognized for 60 minutes. 

Ms. OAKAR. Mr. Speaker, tonight I 
would like to speak a little bit about 
the subject of fairness in pay, pay 
equity. Some people call it comparable 
worth. I do not use that term at all be
cause I think it is absolutely so distort
ed that it makes no sense to use a term 
like that. 

I prefer to talk about equitable 
treatment with respect to pay and 
then get into a little bit about the leg
islation that I have introduced that 
will be coming up on the floor this 
Thursday. 

Before I do, I would yield to my 
friend from Maryland, Mr. HOYER. 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentlewoman from Ohio for yield
ing. 

Mr. Speaker, I have had the great 
privilege to serve on the Subcommit
tee on Compensation and Benefits 
under the chairmanship of the gentle
woman from Ohio. I might say that on 
issues of fairness to Federal employees 
and fairness to individuals in general, 
there is no stronger leader than the 
gentlewoman from Ohio [Ms. OAKAR]. 
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I stand with her in support of the 

legislation which she has forged and 
worked so diligently on over the years 
and which this House endorsed so 
overwhelmingly in years past and I 
want to congratulate her on the ef
forts she is making. I believe she has 
forged a very reasonable, a very re
sponsible piece of legislation looking 
toward coming out with a study that 
the Congress will be able to review and 
make a sound judgment on fair policy 
toward the women and the men who 
work in the Federal service. 

So, Mr. Speaker, I want to congratu
late the gentlewoman for the out
standing job she has done. 

In the past 30 years, 60 percent of 
the people newly entering the labor 
force in this country have been 
women; and it is anticipated that in 
each year of the next decade 1 million 
additional women will join them. More 
than half are women with children 
under 18. 

These official statistics reflect the 
notion that this so-called flood of 
women into the marketplace is a rela
tively recent phenomenon. The truth 
of the matter is that women have 
always worked; they just have not 
always been fairly compensated for 
their labor. 

As far back as 1870, close to 30 per
cent of the households in Baltimore, 
MD, relied in some way on female-gen
erated income. By 1900 that number 
had risen to 40 percent. While the 
number of women in the compensable 
labor force has almost doubled in the 
past 44 years, the reason for this entry 
has remained the same-economic ne
cessity. 

Despite the rapid growth of women 
in the labor force, they still remain 
concentrated in certain industries and 
occupations, earning substantially less 
than their male counterparts. The ma
jority of working women fill only 20 
percent of the 441 occupations listed 
in the census occupational classifica
tion system; 80 percent in four jobs 
fields-clerical work, service industries, 
retail sales and factories and plants. 

Of the 10 lowest paid occupations, 6 
are 90-percent filled by women-84 
percent of our health aides are 
women; 85 percent are nurses aides; 63 
percent are cooks; and 13 percent are 
farm laborers. 

In calendar year 1984, the median 
wage for year-round full-time women 
workers was $14,997. For full-time men 
it was $23,718. Using these statistics, it 
takes women 8 days to earn what men 
earn in 5-and the Federal Govern
ment is no exception, where the aver
age salary in October 1983 for men 
was $30,229 and for women it was 
$18,864. 

I know that I need not go any fur
ther with these statistics, but they are 
staggering. Women are not marginal 
workers and can no longer be regarded 
as a limitless pool of cheap labor. 

Occupational segregation is extreme 
and it is persistent. Within the Federal 
Government, there is a statistically 
significant inverse correlation between 
sex and salary in the general schedule 
and equivalent grade: 80 percent of 
the women employed by the Federal 
Government are concentrated at 
grades 7 and below, whereas, 85 per
cent of men are found in grades 10 
through 15. 

We at the Federal level have an op
portunity to do something about this 
discrimination, and we must begin 
with the Federal system. We must 
look at the Federal classification 
system and make position-to-position 
comparisons across classification 
group lines. The Federal Government 
should be a model for others to follow 
in our pursuit of pay equity. 

As a model, we can best begin by un
derstanding the extent of the problem. 
There has never been a thorough dis
crimination study of the Federal civil 
service. It is time we had one. H.R. 
3008 meets this need by mandating a 
study of the Federal and classification 
systems to determine whether they 
are affected by discrimination based 
on sex, race, or national origin. 

Only Federal jobs will be studied 
and recommendations are limited 
solely to Federal civil service. This bill 
does not put into place a national em
ployment-pay equity policy for the 
country or even the Federal Govern
ment. Nor, does this bill presume that 
any existing wage gap is due to dis
criminatory practices. It only requires 
a complete study of our pay and classi
fication system. 

Congresswoman OAKAR deserves to 
be commended for her efforts to 
secure a fair and reasoned approach to 
this study. Her bill establishes an 11 
member bipartisan commission to 
oversee this study which will guaran
tee representation by both Houses of 
Congress, the President, and the 
Office of Personnel Management. This 
commission will hire a consultant to 
perform an 18-month study, comment 
on the study, and disband. 

In this way, we will be provided with 
a complete and accurate review of the 
wage gap which exists between sexes 
in Federal employment and whether 
that gap is attributable to such factors 
as responsibility, effort, qualifications, 
seniority, education, or other factors 
exclusive of sex, race, and ethnicity. 
We can then move forward based on 
data and not hearsay. 

Mr. Speaker, I congratulate Con
gresswoman OAKAR for her continued 
leadership in this field of pay equity. 
We should know if our Federal civil 
service is stained with discrimination 
and should quickly move to be certain 
that we are in full compliance with 
our civil rights laws. Equality and fair 
treatment must continue to be our 
goals to ensure a fair employment 

system supported by the high morale 
and productivity of all employees. 

I urge all Members to support H.R. 
3008. 

0 1940 
Ms. OAKAR. Mr. Speaker, I want to 

thank the gentleman, and of course 
when he was a member of the subcom
mittee, he was one of the absolute 
finest members. The gentleman is a 
champion for fairness as well, and 
human rights. I just heard the gentle
man speak about the very important 
chairmanship that he has, as our 
leader to the Helsinki accords confer
ence that is being held, and I certainly 
agree with you on every single word 
that you have said, Congressman 
HoYER, because I think so many 
people suffer from suppression all over 
the world; and it is especially true in 
countries that are dominated by the 
Soviet Union. 

So I want to commend the gentle
man for his previous remarks and 
thank him for the courtesy which he 
has just extended to me. 

Mr. Speaker, let me just go into 
what pay equity is, and go into a little 
bit about my legislation. First of all, 
the subject of pay equity is simply the 
elimination of sex-based wage discrimi
nation or minority-based wage discrim
ination which we have found in cer
tain areas of our country is the case. 

Why are we concerned about what 
women, for example, are paid? We are 
concerned for a lot of reasons, not the 
least of which is something that we 
ought not to be so proud of in this 
country, and that is that we have the 
poorest people in our country being 
older people and in particular the 
poorest persons in our country are 
older women; women over 65 years of 
age. 

Why are they poor? They are poor 
for a number of reasons. Many of 
them were not so poor when they were 
younger. One of the problems is that 
their insurance program, their Social 
Security check or their pension is 
based pretty much on their wages, and 
if you are paid very poorly and not ac
cording to the value of the work that 
you performed when you are younger, 
you are really going to be poor when 
you are older, because we have some 
problems in terms of pension discrimi
nation and we all know and agree that 
the Social Security system that was 
founded in 1936, while it is a wonder
ful system, has some corrections to be 
made as it relates to women. 

So we are dealing with the subject of 
what people are paid; fairness issues. 
This is a national phenomenon. We 
have 45 States in this country that are 
in the process, or have conducted a 
study on how they treat their State 
employees. 

We know, for example, that when a 
job is dominated, v.ery often-it just 

•' 
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happens to be the case, but it can 
happen to men as well-dominated by 
women, for example, we know that the 
work, the job in terms of what it pays 
is usually very, very poor. 

We can take historical examples if 
we take a look at the worth of educa
tors, which is a female-dominated pro
fession that I, as a former teacher, I 
wish we could get more men involved 
in the field, but we cannot because the 
average starting salary for educators 
across the country is about $8,500 to 
$9,000 a year, and we know that a 
person with a family, it is really diffi
cult to think of maintaining that kind 
of profession, even though there is 
nothing more important than the edu
cation of our young people. 

We know the nurses, for example, 
spend more time with patients than 
any other health care provider, and 
yet that individual, usually a woman 
but certainly could be a man, is not 
compensated very often properly. 

We know that secretaries, I think, 
are the absolute classic example, and 
as Members of Congress, we ought to 
ask ourselves where we would be if we 
did not have our secretaries. 

Now I heard some of the Members, 
one in particular, get up on the floor 
the other day, and I was really kind of 
aghast. He said, "Well, you know, 
these secretaries, all they do is spend 
time in their air-conditioned offices." 

I think the secretaries of this coun
try who are very often the core, the 
catalyst for what kind of work goes on 
in corporations; the management very 
often related to the office, the eyes 
and ears of her boss; ought to be out
raged, absolutely outraged with state
ments like that. 

This is the stereotyping that very 
often goes along with professions that 
happen to be female dominated. Now 
we know that many, many States 
across the country are attempting to 
correct the manner in which they 
treated their own State employees. 

That is why, as I mentioned earlier, 
there are 45 States who have or are in 
the process, including my own State of 
Ohio, of conducting a study. I am 
proud of my State of Ohio, for exam
ple, because they have in their budget 
in a bipartisan fashion, set aside some 
money to correct some of the inequi
ties that exist in terms of how they 
treat their own State employees. 

I am proud of the fact that the Na
tional Conference of Governors has 
endorsed the concept of treating 
people fairly in terms of their pay. I 
am proud of the fact that we live in 
the greatest country in the world, and 
one of the reasons we do is that we as 
Americans are not satisfied with the 
status quo. 

When we see something that needs 
to be corrected, it may take us some 
time, but we get along with the job of 
correcting the problem. That is why, 
in 1920, half the population were final-

ly given the right to vote, with the 
19th, or Anthony amendment. It took 
us a little time to allow women to fully 
participate in the democratic process, 
but the fact is, as Americans we were 
proud that constitutionally we finally 
did involve women in the democratic 
process, in 1920. 

We are also proud of the fact that in 
the sixties, we knew there were the 
problems, and this is why we passed 
two bills that relate to the subject at 
hand tonight, although they also 
relate to other issues. 

We passed, in the sixties, the Civil 
Rights Act, which finally gave people, 
irrespective of their origin, their 
gender, their age, and all the other 
factors that sometimes were held 
against them, equal access, equal op
portunity to the various networks of 
our wonderful country. 

We passed the Equal Pay Act that 
was so important, because what it said 
was, and boy you should have heard 
the arguments in those days when 
that bill was being debated; but what 
that act said was that we think people 
ought to be given the same pay for 
doing the same work as their male or 
female counterparts; and we passed 
that bill, and we are proud of that. 

Under title VII of the Civil Rights 
Act, we believe very strongly that you 
cannot discriminate against an individ
ual based on in this case, one's gender 
or race, and that is all we are trying to 
say. 

We are trying to say is that what we 
ought to be doing with respect to how 
we classify our Government employees 
using the Civil Rights Act and the 
Equal Pay Act and the Fair Standards 
Labor Act; using those acts that areal
ready the law, taking a look at how we 
classify our Federal employees. 

We do not believe that we want to 
change the law; we really want to use 
the law as our own instrument, and we 
feel that it is high time that we did 
that. 

What is the issue at hand? What has 
caused the National Chamber of Com
merce, which frankly I do not think 
represents businesses that well, be
cause I know so many corporations 
have expressed to me their deep con
cern that they are using as their No. 1 
issue, their full lobbying and all the 
money and power that they apparent
ly have as a national lobbying organi
zation; what are they attacking? They 
are attacking a bill, my bill, that re
lates to doing a study on how we clas
sify Federal employees. 

They are not making as their major 
issue the enormous trade deficit that 
has caused hundreds if not thousands 
and thousands of our people to lose 
their jobs; many corporations to fold; 
small businesses to fold; they are not 
looking at the enormous deficit that 
we have in our country which ought to 
be their priority. 

No, they are zeroing in on a study 
that relates to classified Federal em
ployees. 

0 1950 
Well, what about this study? What 

can I tell the American people about 
it? The fact of it is, civil service took 
place in our country with respect to 
our Federal employees in 1923. We 
have not looked at how we classify our 
civil servants, who are classified on a 
scale from 1 through 18, since the in
ception of civil service in 1923. We 
simply have not done it. We think it is 
high time we take a look at whether or 
not sex, race, or Hispanic origin are 
factors in how people are paid. That is 
all the legislation says, no more, no 
less. 

Does it talk about comparable 
worth? Absolutely not. 

Who would hire the consultant and 
be responsible for overseeing? The 
study would be a bipartisan group led 
by the President of the United States 
and the majority and minority on both 
sides of the aisle in both the House 
and the Senate, along with various or
ganizations like the Office of Person
nel Management, that has direct over
sight over Federal employees, and 
others. 

So that, pretty much, is what the 
bill does. 

We passed the bill overwhelmingly 
in the House in the last session by a 
vote, if I recall, of about 414 to 6. It 
was truly a bipartisan vote. We had 
people on both sides of the aisle who 
were very much supportive, and I am 
proud to say that in the bill that I re
introduced some time ago, we have 
more than 105 cosponsors. We are 
proud of that. Many Members have 
said to me, "We are delighted that you 
are not only including the area of 
gender, but you are including a study 
on those who are Hispanic in origin 
and those who are minorities," be
cause we know that those individuals, 
as well, need to be included in this 
kind of a study, so we expanded that 
area. 

Mr. Speaker, the issue is, basically, 
fairness. I mentioned that the Nation
al Chamber of Commerce is opposed 
to it. Let me just review some of the 
groups who are supportive of the legis
lation, proud that the congressional 
caucus for women's issues, which is 
comprised of Republicans and Demo
crats, men and women, are supportive 
of this bill: The Congressional Black 
Caucus is supportive of this bill, the 
Congressional Hispanic Caucus is sup
portive of this bill; the Older Women's 
League is supportive of this bill; the 
National Federation of Business and 
Professional Women; the National 
Education Association; the American 
Nurses Association; the League of 
United Latin American Citizens; the 
National Political Congress of Black 



July 30, 1985 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE 21573 
Women; the American Federation of 
Government Employees; the American 
Association of University Women; 
Service Employees International; Fed
erally Employed Women; the League 
of Women Voters. 

I have heard groups or certain Mem
bers say that this is radical, and so on. 
I do not think the League of Women 
Voters and the Older Women's League 
and groups like that are in any way 
radical. What they are talking about, 
basically, is the issue that it is high 
time we did a study. 

At this time I would be delighted to 
yield to one of our distinguished Mem
bers, my colleague, the gentleman 
from California [Mr. MARTINEZ], if he 
would like to make a statement at this 
time. 

Mr. MARTINEZ. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
to join my colleagues in expressing my 
support for H.R. 3008, the Federal Eq
uitable Pay Practices Act of 1985. This 
bill requires that a study of the pay 
and classification systems for Federal 
employees be conducted to determine 
whether, or not, or to what extent, 
sex, race, or ethnicity is used in setting 
wages. 

For the past 20 years the Federal 
Government has been one of the driv
ing forces behind the advancement of 
civil rights in this Nation. The Su
preme Court took a leading role in 
1955 with its decision in Brown versus 
the Board of Education, which ruled 
that segregation was unconstitutional. 
With this landmark decision came a 
commitment on the part of the Feder
al Government to protect the rights of 
all its citizens, regardless of sex, race, 
or ethnicity. The Pay Equity Act of 
1963 and the Civil Rights Act of 1964 
are tangible examples of this commit
ment, and are illustrative of the pivot
al role the Federal Government can 
play in eliminating discrimination 
from our society. 

The Federal Government should not 
be afraid to examine its hiring prac
tices to determine whether or not dis
crimination exists. Shunning this 
social responsibility indicates that the 
Federal Government is not truly seri
ous in its commitment toward civil 
rights, I would like to remind my col
leagues that the Federal Government 
is not above the law and should be 
subject to those very laws it passes to 
govern the rest of society. The Federal 
Equitable Pay Practices Act of 1985 
will merely examine hiring practices, 
without making any changes or reme
dies in the system. 

As of late, there has been much con
fusion surrounding the issue of pay 
equity. Many of my colleagues from 
the other side of the aisle have misla
bled it as "comparable worth," when 
in reality there is an important dis
tinction between the two. Pay equity 
means equal pay for equal work. It 
forbids employers to discriminate on 
the basis of sex, race, or ethnicity 
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when setting hiring and promoting 
standards. Although blatant cases of 
discrimination have become rare, the 
problem is far from eliminated. 

Discrimination has become very so
phisticated and is often masked in job 
titles and job descriptions. Women and 
men are paid different salaries for al
leged job differences that include 
filing versus folder maintenance. With 
practices such as these occurring it is 
clear that the Federal Government 
cannot and must not relinquish its 
role in rectifying discrimination. 

Comparable worth, on the other 
hand, goes far beyond the Pay Equity 
Act of 1963 by stating that all workers, 
regardless of sex, should receive equal 
pay for work of comparable worth to 
an employer. Embedded in this notion 
is the belief that women have been 
traditionally discriminated against in 
the marketplace. Thus, jobs that are 
predominately held by women are 
lesser paid for that very reason. 
Whether you support or oppose the 
concept of comparable worth, it is im
portant that you make the distinction 
between it and pay equity. The bill 
before us today, H.R. 3008, is a pay 
equity issue. As legislators we must 
not cloud the issue at hand and, conse
quently, jeopardize the right of mil
lions of our fellow citizens to receive 
equitable compensation for their work. 
I strongly urge my colleagues to re
frain from distorting this issue and 
join with those who support pay 
equity. 

Ms. OAKAR. I thank my colleague, 
and at this time I would just like to 
simply say that one of the great joys 
of having this legislation on the floor 
in the past has been the number of 
men who support the legislation. Men 
care about how their daughters and 
their mothers and their grandmothers 
and their sisters are treated. And that 
is the concept. It is a family issue, how 
people are treated, and whether or not 
they are treated fairly. In the 1970's, 
two Congresswomen, Peggy Heckler, 
our current HHS Secretary, and LINDY 
BoGGS, in a bipartisan fashion, had an 
awful lot to do with passing the Fair 
Credit Act. And all of the arguments 
against the Fair Credit Act are the 
same arguments you hear today: If 
you are fair to people in terms of 
taking a look at how you treat them, 
somehow you are going to upset the 
marketplace. 

As a matter of fact, we put a market
place study in our legislation to refute 
that argument, that somehow the sky 
is going to fall, and so on. 

The truth of it is, after all of the 
scare tactics that are used currently to 
divert people's attention from the sub
stantive issues, the same concerns and 
the same kinds of radical notions that 
were perpetrated on the floor of this 
House in the 1970's-they said you 
cannot give women the opportunity to 
buy their own car in their own name 

or to buy their own home in their own 
name or to indeed hold a credit card. 
The fact of it is, after women were 
given equal access to credit, guess 
what the banks found out. They found 
out that indeed, in general, women are 
the best credit risks, and it has stimu
lated the economy and increased the 
opportunities for women to participate 
in the economy. 

We know from States that have 
done their studies and implemented 
their studies, like the State of Minne
sota, we know from the testimony that 
we received, that it did not in any way 
hurt their economy, it not only stimu
lated their economy by making some 
few adjustments on how they treat 
their employees, it not only did that, 
but it added to the morale and to the 
productivity of their workers. Every
one feels a lot better about that situa
tion. 

I am pleased to have a number of 
Members, all male Members, who have 
asked that I submit their statements 
for the RECORD tonight, from all sec
tions of the country. I am proud of 
these men, just as I am proud of all of 
the Members who have in the past 
supported this legislation. I think the 
women of this country, the minorities 
of this country, will be very grateful if 
we can pass this simple study this 
Thursday. It seems to me that what 
we are talking about, very basically, is 
fairness. It is that simple. And that is 
the American dream, to be fair to 
every single person in our country, 
and that is why we are the greatest 
country in the world. We want to con
tinue to be the greatest country in the 
world, and that is why I think it is 
high time we took a look at how we 
classify our Federal workers. 

0 2000 
So I want to thank the Speaker and 

I am deeply grateful to all my col
leagues who have been so considerate 
in this legislation. I would like to in
clude my friends from the other side 
of the aisle as well. 

I yield to the gentleman from Ohio 
[Mr. KINDNESS]. 

Mr. KINDNESS. I thank the gentle
woman for yielding. 

For those of us who do not serve on 
your committee, there may remain 
some questions, and one that I would 
like to understand better is that there 
does not appear to have been a full
grown study since the origination of 
the civil service system of the catego
ries of jobs. 

Is it the case that there is an ongo
ing review and annual adjustment or 
periodic adjustment that does occur or 
has occurred during that period of 
time or is it a case of having no real 
adjustment during that 60 years? 

Ms. OAKAR. The problem is that in 
1923 you had less than 5 percent of 
the Federal work force who were clas-

. 
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sified who happened to be women or 
minorities. So the stereotyped notion 
of classifications has not been re
moved. I could give the gentleman a 
series of examples. One good example 
is the fact that in certain categories it 
is capped and they usually are female
dominated jobs so you could work 40 
years for the Federal Government and 
never have your salary raised by an 
adjustment that we, in fact, in Con
gress, occasionally vote ourselves a 
raise. So they do not have, in many 
cases, that access. 

This is the kind of thing we are talk
ing about. Any reasonable person 
would want a study done if you have 
not had a comprehensive one done in 
62 years. It is that simple. 

I yield to the gentleman. 
Mr. KINDNESS. It causes me a little 

concern that we have had over the 
years a Civil Service Commission and 
now an Office of Personnel Manage
ment, and there has not been any 
study and adjustment from time to 
time, incrementally over the years, 
that would put us in a reasonable pos
ture today. 

Did your committee or subcommit
tee consider whether there is a need 
for any basic change in the way that 
we are handling our civil service cate
gories and job classifications for the 
future, following on such a study? 

Ms. OAKAR. I think that is what we 
are trying to do. I have been chairing 
this committee for about 4 V2 years, 
and that is one of the real frustra
tions. That is that when you try to 
deal with something comprehensive so 
that the Commission, which is a bipar
tisan commission, would make recom
mendations to the Congress, someone 
or other, very few I might add, uses in
citeful tactics that really do not relate 
to the issue. 

I think you should be concerned. I 
am concerned too. As you know, the 
system is pretty much overseen by 
whoever is in charge of the Office of 
Personnel Management. To me it is 
not a partisan issue. I am not casting 
any aspersions on the current Office 
of Personnel Management Director, 
whoever that may be. 

Mr. KINDNESS. I guess this has 
been going on for 60 years. 

Ms. OAKAR. Yes; that is the point. I 
think it is high time we took a look at 
it and let the bipartisan commission 
make recommendations if they have 
any. I would not want to presume any
thing because I think that is the pur
pose of this study. Just as they did, if I 
can say to the gentleman, in the city 
of Los Angeles, Mayor Bradley imple
mented some adjustments. We know 
that in the city of Colorado Springs, a 
very fine Republican mayor imple
mented some adjustments after look
ing at how his employees have been 
classified over the years. We know 
that corporations have done this. Cor
porations like AT&T and United 

States Steel, J. Byron & Son, a depart
ment store chain. This an evaluation 
that most good corporations do every 
day of the week. We really are a little 
bit behind the times in terms of taking 
a look at how we treat our employees 
relative to this issue. 

That is what it is all about and no 
more or no less. I happen to feel very 
strongly that we should not pit men 
against women in this issue because 
that is not it at all. In fact, the study 
would recommend that we, and I put 
in the legislation purposely that we do 
not recommend changing a person's 
salary in terms of lowering it because 
that would be against the law if there 
were not proper need to do so. 

We want this to be fair and objective 
and hopefully, the gentleman and 
many others on his side as they did 
last Congress in support of the legisla
tion. Let us take a look at how we 
relate to this classified system. 

Mr. KINDNESS. I thank the gentle
woman for the response to that ques
tion, but I am left with a bit of con
cern about whether the Office of Per
sonnel Management ought to be 
changed somehow structurally for the 
future so that we do not find ourselves 
in the same situation a few years down 
the road, and would certainly hope 
that the committee might pursue that. 

Ms. OAKAR. There have been sever
al studies but never one really dealing 
with the comprehensive issues at 
hand. That is what we are after, and 
we want it to be cooperative, and we 
do not want it to be hysterical or con
frontional or erratic in terms of vari
ous arguments. 

You know, I find that the same 
people who oppose Social Security 
oppose this legislation. The same 
people who oppose f.air credit to 
women oppose this legislation. It is an 
interesting phenomenon over the 
years that have gone by, and I do not 
think the issue is really fair credit or 
Social Security. I think it really is 
should we do a study on how we classi
fy Federal employees that are part of 
the civil service classification system. 
We have not really taken a look at this 
since 1923. 

I want to thank the Speaker for his 
indulgence, and I certainly hope that 
we will not distort the issue; that we 
will simply tell the truth about what 
the issue is. That is what it is all 
about. 
e Mr. EDWARDS of California. Mr. 
Speaker, I am proud to be a cosponsor 
of H.R. 3008, Congresswoman OAKAR's 
bill which would ·mandate a study to 
examine Federal wage classifications. 

Unfortunately, this study has been 
wildly distorted and portrayed as a po
tential threat to free enterprise, and 
as the vehicle for implementing ·com
parable worth in the private sector. 
This simple piece of legislation is 
under attack by those who seem to 
have a hysterical fear of a study of 

Federal pay systems. Why this hyste
ria? 

Let's take a look at exactly what this 
legislation proposes to do. The Federal 
Government, the largest employer in 
the United States, has not examined 
its wage classification system since its 
inception in 1923-over 62 years ago. 
Surely no business would or should 
conduct their operations in this 
manner. 

The bill introduced by Congress
woman OAKAR simply and succinctly 
mandates an examination of the Fed
eral Government's wage practices. Per
haps the study will determine that 
gender and race issues have invoked 
discriminatory policies. Perhaps not. 
But should we fear finding out the 
truth-nothing more, nothing less-by 
supporting the mandate of this study? 
The Post Office and Civil Service 
Committee's Subcommittee on Com
pensation and Employee Benefits, the 
expert subcommittee of jurisdiction, 
did not allow such a fear to prevent its 
endorsement of the study. The full 
committee has also shown bipartisan 
approval of H.R. 3008. We should all 
be happy and proud to do the same. 
Let's support H.R. 3008 when it comes 
before the full House for a vote.e 
• Mr. EDGAR. Mr. Speaker, tomor
row the House will consider H.R. 3008, 
the Federal Equitable Pay Practices 
Act of 1985. All but six of my col
leagues supported similar legislation 
introduced by my colleague and friend 
from Ohio, Congresswoman OAKAR 
last year. I would like to urge my 412 
colleagues who voted for a study of 
Federal pay practices last year to join 
me in saluting the gentlelady from 
Ohio for her leadership on one of the 
most important issues this Congress 
will address. 

Having done that, I am sure my col
leagues will once again reaffirm that 
factors of sex, race, and ethnic back
ground have no place in the determi
nation of how Federal employees are 
paid. As the Nation's largest employer, 
the Federal Government must abide 
by the requirements of title VII of the 
Civil Rights Act of 1964 and section 
6<d> of the Fair Labor Standards Act 
of 1938. To do less, in my opinion, 
would be to endorse the hear no evil, 
see no evil approach to enforcement of 
our equal employment opportunity 
laws that threaten to undermine our 
commitment to economic justice. 

Principles of economic justice 
extend to those who serve the public 
and enforce our Nation's laws. 

A SOUND APPROACH TO A SOUND STUDY 

H.R. 3008 establishes a bipartisan 
Commission that includes Presidential 
and congressional appointees and the 
Comptroller General and the Director 
of the Office of Personnel Manage
ment. This group in turn selects a 
qualified consultant to conduct a two
part study. The first part of the study 
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examines the job-factors of male and 
female dominated jobs in order to iso
late the factors that appear to make 
the most difference. The second part 
of the study, an economic analysis, ex
amines the three major economic fac
tors that determine pay. 

This approach adopts the recom
mendations of the General Accounting 
Office [GAOJ, in its report "Options 
for Conducting a Pay Equity Study of 
Federal Pay and Classification Sys
tems," March 1, 1985. I believe that 
Members who have reservations about 
the study proposed in H.R. 3008 ought 
to read this report carefully. It ad
dresses just about all the questions 
and criticisms that have been raised 
about and leveled at this legislation. 

My colleagues who attribute the fact 
that federally employed women earn 
$0.63 for every dollar earned by feder
ally employed men to such "facts" as: 
One, women voluntarily select lower 
paying job categories because they 
derive nonmonetary satisfaction from 
such choices; two, married women 
have work histories that are shorter 
and less consistent than men; three, 
the supply of women for certain occu
pations exceeds demand and drives 
wages down; and four, women have a 
greater tendency to take dead-end jobs 
or similar temporary employment
ought to read this report and under
stand that all of these factors are 
going to be examined and taken into 
account. 

The study is going to look at some 
factors that I disagree with and that 
my colleagues disagree with, but it's 
going to be comprehensive, thorough, 
objective, and statistically accurate. 
We are going to have the facts to ex
plain why the average woman who 
works for the Federal Government 
earns $12,000 less than the average 
man. 

JOB CONTENT ANALYSIS 

Three-fourths of all major employ
ers in both the public and private 
sector set wages by using some type of 
job content analysis. The most typical 
kind of job content analysis is the 
point-factor rating method which 
breaks a job down into its various com
ponents and subcomponents and as
signs points to these factors based 
upon the value of each element to the 
employer. Factors include education, 
training, skill, experience, and relative 
convenience of working conditions. 

For example, a Federal classifier 
may assign 100 points to a general 
skill, and add between 0 and 50 points 
for a particular technical skill, assign 0 
to 30 points for managerial skills, and 
additional points for human relations 
skills the job requires. The analysis 
yields a total point value for a job that 
can be compared against another job. 

The National Academy of Sciences 
reports that job evaluations "do pro
vide a systematic method of compar
ing jobs to determine whether they 

are fairly compensated" and confirms 
that pay studies have served to reduce 
discriminatory differences in pay. So 
much for the theory that dissimilar 
jobs cannot be compared. Employers 
have compared dissimilar jobs for 
years. 

The purpose of the job content 
study, then, will be to help isolate fac
tors used in rating job content that 
are clearly gender related. 

ECONOMIC ANALYSIS 

Opponents of H.R. 3008 have 
charged that the legislation intends to 
isolate gender related factors and at
tribute the entire wage gap in Federal 
service to such factors. The economic 
analysis required by H.R. 3008 utterly 
refutes this contention. 

The study would examine the three 
major factors that contribute to set
ting pay: First, the "human capital" 
an individual brings the job-his or 
her skills, experience, institutional 
memory, willingness to work certain 
hours and in a certain location, that is 
the sum of what the employee offers 
that an employer can use. Previous 
studies have demonstrated that 
human capital accounts for over 40 
percent of the gap in wages between 
men and women; second, the relation
ship between occupational characteris
tics and wages. Whereas the job-factor 
study will isolate gender based charac
teristics, this part of the economic 
analysis will examine why men and 
women tend to dominate certain occu
pations. This analysis attempts to dis
tinguish discriminatory from nondis
criminatory factors that go into this 
process of gender-based selection, fac
tors including personal choice, over
supply, lack of access, and prejudice; 
third, the "institutional" elements of 
wage determination including the ef
fects of supply and demand on pay. 
We know that supply and demand op
erate imperfectly in labor markets. 
For example, entry level jobs are far 
more influenced by supply and 
demand than positions an organization 
fills from within its own ranks. 

Promotional systems, including how 
employee performance is evaluated, 
will also be examined to determine 
whether agencies have established 
male or nonminority dominated career 
ladders. 

FISCALLY RESPONSIBLE REMEDIES 

With all the factors that go into set
ting Federal pay before us, the Com
mission will recommend remedies to 
discrimination where it is found to 
exist. The Congress can then take 
action siinilar to that taken in States 
and localities that have completed 
studies of equitable pay practices. 
Working with employee representa
tives and other interested parties, fis
cally constrained jurisdictions have de
veloped long-term phased-in remedies 
that balanced taxpayers interests 
against the need to bring discrimina
tion to an end. 

' 

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to 
confirm what we did last year when we 
took an important step toward eco
nomic justice. I might add that this 
step, when taken by both public and 
private employers, has generated a 
spirit of liberation, good will, and co
operation that has enhanced produc
tivity and served the employer well.e 
• Mrs. BOXER. Mr. Speaker, I would 
like to thank my friend from Ohio 
[Ms. OAKAR] for calling this special 
order on the critical issue of pay 
equity and commend her for the out
standing work she has done in this 
area. 

A number of my colleagues have de
voted an extraordinary amount of 
time and effort to state their opposi
tion to H.R. 3008, the Federal Equita
ble Pay Practices Act of 1985. There 
has been implications of exorbitant 
costs, an over-turned marketplace, and 
a disastrous system of wage setting 
reaching far beyond the Federal Gov
ernment into the private sector. This 
sort of over-reaction and exaggeration 
serves to make clear that these col
leagues of mine have not spent a great 
deal of time familiarizing themselves 
with the exact provisions of H.R. 3008. 

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 3008 does not give 
Congress the power to set the wages of 
employees in the private sector nor 
does it establish any sort of mandate 
for a national system of wage setting. 
What this reasonable and necessary 
legislation does do is simply call for a 
study of the Federal wage and classifi
cation system for evidence of discrimi
nation based on sex, race, and ethnic
ity. 

The Federal Government is the larg
est single employer in our Nation. Yet, 
in the more than 60 years that it has 
been established, the Federal job clas
sification system has never been thor
oughly studied for evidence of discrim
ination. As legislators, we have an obli
gation to battle discrimination wherev
er it may exist. What better place to 
begin than in our own front yard. 

The Federal Equitable Pay Practices 
Act of 1985 will provide us with one 
valuable element-information. Based 
on the information the study provides, 
we can begin to make certain our own 
Government workers are free from job 
bias. The elimination of discriminato
ry practices at the worksite is a goal 
every employee and employer should 
strive to attain. Pay equity legislation 
such as H.R. 3008 brings us one step 
closer to achieving this goal and creat
ing a more just society for ourselves, 
our children, and our grandchildren.• 
• Mr. FAZIO. Mr. Speaker, I would 
like to join my colleagues in this spe
cial order to offer my support for H.R. 
3008, the Federal Equitable Pay Prac
tices Act of 1985. 

I wholeheartedly support the con
cept of pay equity and believe that in
dividuals performing jobs involving 
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similar types of training and responsi
bility should receive the same pay. 
The Federal Government, as the 
single largest employer in the United 
States should set an example in pro
moting equitable pay practices. 

The American taxpayers have in
vested millions of dollars over the 
years in the Federal Government's job 
classification systems to ensure uni
formity and accuracy. Yet, for as long 
as we have been developing these pay
setting systems, we have never done a 
review of them to determine their 
impact on women, minorities and 
ethnic groups. We have never tried to 
explain, for example, why the average 
pay for women who work for the Fed
eral Government is $18,864, nearly 
$12,000 less than the average for men, 
$30,229. 

I believe we also need to explain why 
women are clustered in the lower Fed
eral ranking grades. The General Ac
counting Office reports that in 658 of 
885 Federal job classifications, men 
hold 70 percent of the jobs. Women 
dominate just 77 job classifications
all at the lower end of the pay scale. 
H.R. 3008 says that Congress, as the 
Board of Directors of the Federal serv
ice, cannot simply shrug off these 
facts, but must join 34 State govern
ments that have accepted their re
sponsibility to answer similar ques
tions. 

H.R. 3008 would require the estab
lishment of a bipartisan Commission 
of Presidential and congressional ap
pointees that includes the Director of 
the Office of Personnel Management 
and the Comptroller General of the 
United States. It requires the Commis
sion to select a qualified consultant to 
complete a two-p::.rt Federal pay 
equity study. 

Please join me in supporting this 
measure and the concept of pay 
equity. As the distinguished chair of 
our Compensation and Benefits Sub
committee has been telling us all 
along, this study breaks no radical new 
ground. It simply puts us on ground 
already broken by most of the States. 
It does not rely on blue smoke and 
mirrors to engineer unwarranted and 
exorbitant pay increases for women, it 
simply requires the use of established 
statistical methods to examine the fac
tors that contribute to the wage gap 
and to review the Federal Govern
ment's method of determining how job 
factors influence pay. It serves our 
right to know if the Federal Govern
ment's pay policies conform with title 
VII of the Civil Rights Act and with 
section 6<d> of the Federal Labor 
Standards Act. 

I urge my colleagues to join ranks 
once again to take an important step 
on behalf of all Americans.e 
e Mr. GEJDENSON. Mr. Speaker, I 
rise at this time to voice my strong 
support for Congresswoman OAKAR's 
Federal Equitable Pay Practices Act. 

As an original cosponsor of this legis
lation, I am proud to be part of this bi
partisan congressional effort to con
tinue this country's long tradition of 
eradicating discrimination of any kind 
in the workplace. 

In considering this bill, I would like 
to remind my colleagues that it is not 
the radical measure which some of its 
opponents would have us believe. 
Rather, H.R. 3008 represents a recog
nition of the fact that women working 
in the Federal Government still earn 
far less than their colleagues and seem 
to be represented disproportionately 
in the lowest-paying jobs. 

While many people assert that 
male/female wage discrepancies are 
due to historic tendencies to under
value female labor, H.R. 3008 makes 
no such assumption. It tries, instead, 
to understand the reasons behind 
these discrepancies and to determine 
whether the Federal Government's of
ficial method of pay and job classifica
tion is in keeping with the Govern
ment's own statutes prohibiting dis
crimination on the basis of sex, race, 
and ethnicity. 

In its evaluation, a professional con
sultant will take into account both job 
content and economic factors which 
interact to affect a particular job's 
level of pay. Job content and economic 
analysis were recommended in the 
General Accounting Office's report on 
methodologies for conducting pay 
equity studies. The economic analysis, 
in particular, should allay the con
cerns of those who feel that market 
forces be taken into account in evalu
ating pay and classification scales. 

Finally Mr. Speaker, H.R. 3008 will 
not mandate salary levels either in the 
Federal Government or the private 
sector. It will merely provide the Fed
eral Government with the knowledge 
it needs to eliminate wage differentials 
stemming from discrimination. Addi
tionally, it will bring the Federal Gov
ernment into the forefront of efforts 
to root out the last vestiges of work
place discrimination. 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
most important piece of legislation.• 
e Mr. DE LUGO. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today to offer my support for H.R. 
3008, the Federal Equitable Pay Prac
tices Act of 1985. As an original co
sponsor of what I believe is an im
proved bill over that passed by the 
House of Representatives last year, 
that now includes not only a study of 
Federal pay practices for women, but 
for blacks and Hispanics as well, I am 
urging my colleagues to offer their full 
support when this measure is consid
ered. 

There are those who question the 
need for examining the classification 
and payment practices of the Federal 
Government. There are those who at
tribute discrepancies between what 
men are paid and what women are 
paid to attitide differences between 

. 

the sexes on work and achievement. 
And, there are those who contend that 
the predominance of blacks and His
panics in lower paying positions is re
lated only to qualifications. 

But for myself and many others, 
however, these opinions are not suffi
cient. We need to know why these dif
ferences still exist. 

Given the fact that 80 percent of all 
women employed by the Federal Gov
ernment are concentrated in the 
lowerst paying positions, and that 85 
percent of all men are concentrated in 
the highest paying positions, is an 
opinion really enough? Do we simply 
accept the fact that all three of these 
groups are overwhelmingly clustered 
in lower grade positions? 

As those responsible for shaping this 
Nation's policies, how can we ignore 
these facts without questioning if, per
haps, the Federal Government classifi
cation and payment practices are dis
criminatory. I do not think that we 
can in good conscience. 

That is why I believe that an objec
tive study of the Federal wage and 
classification system is needed. Our so
ciety has changed dramatically since 
the classification system was estab
lished in 1923, and yet this system has 
not been reviewed since that time. 
H.R. 3008 would mandate a study 
using job content and economic analy
sis of Federal positions which are held 
by men, women, and minorities pre
dominantly. It would also establish a 
bipartisan Commission to hire an inde
pendent consultant to carry out this 
study. It does not give the Congress 
the power to set wages, nor does it put 
into place a national employment or 
pay policy. 

The Equitable Pay Practices Act of 
1985 can help provide us with vital in
formation that we need to effectively 
address issues of equal opportunity 
now and in the future. It can provide 
us with an objective measure of our 
progress. And, it displays a commit
ment from this Congress that we will 
continue to work toward a democratic 
society that encourages all of its citi
zens to achieve their full potentiate 
e Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Speaker, 
this week we will be voting on H.R. 
3008, the Federal Equitable Pay Prac
tices Act. I urge my colleagues to vote 
for this bill to ensure that our civil 
service wage and classification systems 
are free of bias. 

H.R. 3008 would commission a study 
of the Federal pay and classification 
systems to determine if they are af
fected by discrimination based on sex, 
race, and ethnicity-Hispanic. It would 
empanel a bipartisan commission to 
choose an independent consultant to 
perform the study. The study would 
consider all compensable factors-in
cluding job content and market fac
tors-to determine whether any wage 
differentials identified may be due to 
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discrimination. The bill does not pre
sume that any existing wage gap is· 
due to discriminatory practices. 

I would like to share with my col
leagues this Washington Post article 
describing the experience of the city 
of Colorado Springs, which has com
mitted itself to end sex-based wage dis
crimination for its city employees. As 
Mayor Robert Isaac said: "We did 
something fair and just, and in return 
we got ourselves great employee 
morale, lower turnover and higher 
productivity. Isn't that what the pri
vate sector's always looking for?" 
[From the Washington Post, Mar. 25, 19851 

CITY NEAR PEAK No PIKER oN PAY 
<By T.R. Reid) 

COLORADO SPRINGS.-Can a staunchly con
servative, heavily Republican nonunion city 
government find happiness with a bold new 
policy championed mainly by organized 
labor and feminists? 

"You're darn right we're happy with com
parable worth," says Robert Isaac, the loyal 
Reaganite who is mayor of this thriving city 
of 250,000 at the foot of Pike's Peak. 

"Some of my Republican friends back in 
Washington have been pretty tough on this 
idea," says Isaac, immediate past president 
of the Republican Mayors' Conference. 
"But I tell them, if they'd try it, they'd like 
it." 

Some government officials and business 
leaders back in Washington have indeed 
had harsh words for the concept of "compa
rable worth"-the idea that women working 
in traditionally female jobs should get the 
same pay as men in different jobs requiring 
comparable skill and responsibility. 

Former White House economic adviser 
William A Niskanen Jr. has called compara
ble worth "a truly crazy proposal." Clarence 
M. Pendleton Jr., head of the U.S. Civil 
Rights Commission, said the concept is "the 
looniest idea since Looney Tunes." 

"Yeah, I heard that," says Isaac with a 
shake of the head. "We wouldn't call it 
loony here in Colorado Springs. 

"But what we had before-where a secre
tary is doing a job that's just as hard and 
just as important as a truck mechanic, and 
she's getting $300 [a month] less-now, that 
was loony. It's just basically unfair." 

The liberal notion of comparable worth 
hit this conservative city four years ago. A 
group of 36 City Hall secretaries, all women, 
went before the City Council to complain 
that city auto mechanics, all men, were 
scheduled to get a much higher raise than 
they were. 

"I was sitting at that meeting and-boom! 
There was the issue," recalls Richard Zicke
foose, the city's personnel director. "We 
didn't expect it to come up, but all of a 
sudden we were faced with comparable 
worth." 

Zickefoose knew that the federal Equal 
Pay Act requires equal pay for the same 
work, regardless of the worker's gender. But 
the law does not apply to workers doing dif
ferent jobs, no matter how "comparable" 
the jobs may be. 

As the second-largest employer in town 
<the federal government is No. 1 in this mili
tary city), the city government was under 
minimal competitive pressure to take on the 
problem, and there was no public employes' 
union here to force the issue. 

But as Zickefoose and Isaac looked into 
the secretaries' complaint, they came to 

agree that the city had no choice but to set 
up a comparable-worth pay scale. 

"It was fundamentally a moral issue," 
Zickefoose says. "Sure, supply and demand 
would have provided us a clerical force at 
the lower salaries. But that market fact was 
a result of years of discrimination against 
women workers. We felt we had no right to 
take advantage of it." 

That settled, Colorado Springs faced the 
problem that many critics of comparable 
worth consider insoluble: figuring out which 
jobs done mainly by women are comparable 
to different jobs done mainly by men. 

"The question is, 'Is a secretary's job the 
same as a tire repairman's? Is a payroll clerk 
comparable to a tree trimmer?' And, sure, 
that's a tough question," Zickefoose says. 

Colorado Springs drew its answers from 
the "Hay Guide-Chart Profile" devised by 
the Philadelphia consultants Hay & Associ
ates. It assigns points to each job in four 
areas: know-how <the knowledge and skills 
required); problem-solving <the ingenuity re
quired); accountability <the degree of super
vision required) and working conditions <the 
degree of danger present). 

This "Hay Scale" showed, for example, 
that the jobs performed by a secretarial su
pervisor and a probation counselor each to
taled 208 points, In 1980, though, the tradi
tionally male probation job paid $1,709 a 
month, while the female supervisor received 
$1,389. The women earned 23 percent less 
for "comparable" work. 

In 1981, the city committed itself to elimi
nating almost all of that gap in four years. 
The comparable-worth scheme took full 
effect in January. Today, the secretarial su
pervior's pay is within 4 percent of the pro
bation officer's. 

The change brought considerable raises 
for about 500 female employes and in
creased the $90 million city payroll by about 
2 percent-a relatively small burden for this 
fastgrowing, prosperous metropolis. 

For this price the city earned deep appre
ciation from its female workers. "Morale is 
sky high," says Betty J. Ketterson, secre
tary to the public works director and one of 
the original 36 petitioners. "And when I 
need to hire somebody, our applicants are 
the pick of the crop." 

But the government has earned the 
enmity of the local Chamber of Commerce 
and many businesses. They say the city 
bought a liberal bill of goods, flouted the 
free market and raised the pay scale for 
clerical workers here to astronomical levels. 

Mayor Isaac, a real estate lawyer in pri
vate life, says the Chamber of Commerce 
should stop carping. 

"We did something fair and just, and in 
return we got ourselves great employe 
morale, lower turnover the higher produc
tivity," Isaac says. "Isn't that what the pri
vate sector's always looking for?"e 

• Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Speaker, our es
teemed colleague MARY RosE OAKAR 
recently introduced legislation which 
would establish a bipartisan commis
sion to study the executive branch 
wage and classification systems for 
sex, race, and ethnically based wage 
bias. Today, I would like to applaud 
Representative OAKAR's strides in 
bringing the struggle for civil rights 
into the 1980's and urge my colleagues 
to lend their support to this innovative 
piece of legislation. 

In 1963, Congress passed the Equal 
Pay Act. In 1964, the Civil Rights Act. 
Yet, 20 years later, we are still trying 

to ensure equal pay for equal work 
among employed persons in this coun
try without regard to sex, race, nation
al origin, or religion. Is this such a dif
ficult concept to accept? 

Some people would have us believe 
that pay discrimination and any other 
aiequities should best be left to 
market forces. Those same people 
would also have us believe that women 
in America are paid 64 cents on the 
dollar because they desire to work in 
jobs that are traditionally compensat
ed for less than their male counter
parts. Nothing could be further from 
the truth. 

Representative DAKAR's bill would 
examine to what extent wage gaps 
exist between male and female work
ers. An economic analysis of pay dif
ferentials could provide the Congress 
with factors such as educational level, 
experience, and occupational differen
tials by sex in the Federal Govern
ment. Such information could be used 
to identify any unexplained cases of 
wage differentials. 

Mr. Speaker, I find it hard to believe 
that my colleagues are opposed to a 
bill which would require a scientific, 
objective study to gauge the effective
ness of our attempts to eliminate wage 
discrimination. The criticisms that 
have come to light concerning this 
issue only serve to further cloud the 
simple intent of this legislation: to 
conduct a study that would determine 
where wage differentials exist. Are 
they afraid of finding out the truth? 
H.R. 3008 would not make "compara
ble worth" a nationwide regulation. It 
would merely determine what kinds of 
pay differentials exist within the Na
tion's largest employer, the Federal 
Government. 

I strongly urge my colleagues to take 
rational, well-reasoned action on H.R. 
3008. We should not have to wait an
other 20 years before taking the next 
step in the fight for civil r~ghts.e 
e Mr. STOKES. Mr. Speaker, I would 
like to thank my distinguished col
league from the State of Ohio, Con
gresswoman MARY RosE OAKAR, for re
serving this special order to discuss 
H.R. 3008, the Federal Equitable Pay 
Practices Act of 1985. Tomorrow, the 
House will vote on this legislation. I 
urge my cdlleagues, on both sides of 
the aisle, to vote in favor of H.R. 3008. 

H.R. 3008, introduced by Congress
woman OAKAR, calls for a long overdue 
review of the Federal pay and classifi
cation systems to determine whether 
discrimination based upon sex, race, or 
ethnicity exists. The Federal classifi
cation system has never been reviewed 
since its establishment in 1923-62 
years ago. 

The House of Representatives 
cannot afford to delay this review 
process any longer. As the single larg
est employer in the Nation, the Feder
al Government should be a model for 
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equal employment opportunities com
pliance with Federal laws. H.R. 3008 
attempts to move the Federal Govern
ment to that point. 

Last year, the House and Senate 
agreed to a GAO study on this same 
issue. Preliminary figures compiled by 
the Government Accounting Office as 
an outcome of this report indicate 
that there is still much to be done to 
ensure equitable pay for all Federal 
employees. The GAO study concluded 
that a more indepth review by the 
Congress is warranted. 

At this time, I would like to share 
some of the findings of that GAO 
report with my colleagues. GAO audi
tors reported that the average earn
ings gap between men and women 
working for the Federal Government 
is $9,000 per year. The report also 
notes that federally employed women 
earn an average of 62.8 cents for every 
dollar earned by their male counter
parts. GAO found that black women 
fared worse with their average earn
ings being 62.2 cents for every dollar 
earned by men. 

Furthermore, even though women 
comprise almost one-half of the Feder
al work force, approximately 78 per
cent of the female employees are clus
tered in the lower paying slots-grades 
1 through 6. Eighty-five percent of the 
men employed by the Federal Govern
ment are concentrated in grades 10 
through 15. 

Mr. Speaker, these startling GAO 
figures should be enough incentive for 
the Congress to pass H.R. 3008. The 
18-month study mandated by H.R. 
3008, will give us a conclusive indica
tion if certain Federal employees are 
victims of discrimination. By conduct
ing this study, the Congress will reaf
firm its commitment to the law of the 
land, which states that sex, race, and 
ethnicity are not factors that may be 
used to determine the rate of pay for 
any individual or for any position. 

In closing Mr. Speaker, I commend 
my colleague, Congresswoman OAKAR 
for her diligence in pursuing the issue 
of pay equity. I urge my colleagues to 
vote in favor of this legislation.e 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Ms. OAKAR. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5legislative days in which to 
revise and extend their remarks on the 
subject of my special order tonight. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the request of the 
gentlewoman from Ohio? 

There was no objection. 

A TRIBUTE TO DR. CAROLYNE 
DAVIS 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
a previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from Michigan [Mr. PuRSELL] 
is recognized for 60 minutes. 

Mr. PURSELL. Mr. Speaker, I wish 
to compliment a distinguished Federal 
employee in the employment of the 
President who is retiring. I want to 
take a few minutes to compliment a 
very distinguished public servant who 
is here tonight, Dr. Carolyne Davis. 
She is retiring after 4 V2 years. 

Dr. Davis has spent 4¥2 years as the 
leader and the Administrator for the 
Health Care Financing System in 
America, principally on Medicare and 
Medicaid which now exceeds a budget 
of over $100 billion. I understand, if 
my figures are correct, that it is in the 
top five nations of the world as far as 
large budgets and responsibility of ad
ministration of critical health pro
grams that have been directed by Con
gress and have undergone substantial 
reform in recent years. 

0 2010 
She has been given credit for being 

at the helm of that ship under the di
rection, obviously, of the Secretary of 
Health and Human Services, Peggy 
Heckler. 

Tonight I just wanted to indicate my 
personal remarks about knowing her, 
as a Congressman from the Second 
Congressional District in Michigan, in 
which is held one of the largest world
class institutions, the University of 
Michigan, of which Dr. Davis was for
merly a vice president and dean of 
nursing. 

Since her appointment to the direc
torship and administration of our 
health programs here in America, 
coming from the University of Michi
gan, she has brought with her creden
tials of outstanding capability in the 
area of finance and budget reform, 
public policy changes in health, and 
also her extensive background in nurs
ing as a former dean of nursing at the 
University of Michigan and her ties 
with the national nursing associations 
and Johns Hopkins University. 

I believe it is very unusual that we 
have outstanding women who are in 
the field of developing public policy in 
the Federal Government at this high 
level. I personally think of her oppor
tunities not only as an administrator 
but a potential in the years to come 
possibly at the Secretary level in the 
health field or some similar field relat
ed to developing good public policy for 
this Nation. It is very unique to find 
people of talent and budget skills and 
in development of legislation who 
have the tenacity and the long deter
mination to offer testimony before 
many hundreds of congressional com
mittees both in the House and in the 
Senate. 

So it is with great pleasure on behalf 
of myself and my colleagues in the 
House of Representatives and the 
Senate of the United States to con
gratulate her for a job extremely well 
done, with future potential in years 
when she will return to public service 
for this great Nation. 

Several Members have offered state
ments, Congressman JAMES BROYHILL, 
a letter from Margaret Heckler per
sonally, a statement from Congress
man BILL BROOMFIELD, a statement 
from Congressman GEORGE O'BRIEN of 
Illinois, a statement from BILL GRAm
soN of Ohio, a statement from HELEN 
BENTLEY of Maryland, and statements 
from RAY McGRATH of New York, 
MATTHEW J. RINALDO of New Jersey, 
GEORGE C. WORTLEY of New York, 
CLAUDE PEPPER Of Florida, and DAVID 
E. BONIOR of Michigan. 

Dr. Davis is an outstanding Ameri
can. We were proud to have her with 
us. We are sorry that she is leaving 
the office of the Secretary of Health 
and Human Services as the Health Ad
ministrator. Her opportunities in the 
private sector are great and I am sure 
that she will make a great contribu
tion to whatever endeavor she looks at 
in the future in her professional 
career. I have been proud to have her 
serve this Nation. 

Mr. ARMEY. If the gentleman will 
yield, let me take just a moment to ex
press to the gentleman for his 
thoughtfulness to come down to the 
floor this evening at this late hour and 
to bring this to our attention. I appre
ciate the gentleman's concern and his 
commitment. 

Mr. PURSELL. I thank the gentle
man. 

I know on behalf of Congressmen 
BOB MICHEL, and TRENT LOTT, BILL 
NATCHER, chairman of our HEW Sub
committee on Appropriations, and 
others, particularly in the House of 
Representatives, she has had a great 
forum here and they really appreciat
ed her testimony, her credibility and 
her leadership and we are forever 
grateful for that effort on her part as 
one of the great leaders of this Nation. 

Mr. Speaker, I include in the RECORD 
at this point a letter concerning Dr. 
Davis from Margaret Heckler, the Sec
retary of Health and Human Services. 

The letter is as follows: 
DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH 

AND HUMAN SERVICES, 
Washington, DC. 

To my former colleagues in the Congress: 
Today it is my great privilege to extend 

my heartfelt thanks and best wishes to Dr. 
Carolyne K. Davis, who soon will be leaving 
the Department of Health and Human Serv
ices after a distinguished four-and-one-half 
year "tour of duty" as Administrator of the 
Health Care Financing Administration. 

Dr. Davis' sustained leadership has en
abled our Department to inaugurate the 
most significant reforms in the 20-year his
tory of government health care financing. 
She has been President Reagan's staunch 
ally in maintaining high quality health care 
for America's elderly, poor, disabled and 
others in need, while improving the cost-ef
ficiency of health care delivery. 

Today, the estimated 50 million Ameri
cans served by the programs Dr. Davis had 
administered since 1981 can rejoice in the 
realization that these programs are better 
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managed and more quality-conscious than 
ever before. 

During her tenure at the Department of 
Health and Human Services, Dr. Davis has 
earned the admiration and respect of all of 
us who have worked with her. Her testimo
ny "on the Hill" has been forthright, lucid 
and informative. She has kept the commu
nication lines open between our Department 
and health care providers and consumers. 
She has been a constant source of knowl
edge and support to me; her counsel has 
been sound and thoughtful. 

With a profound sense of gratitude and 
with all sincerity, I ask you to join with me 
today in thanking Dr. Davis for a job well 
done and in wishing her the very best and 
brighest future possible. 

Thank you, Carolyne! 
Sincerely, 

MARGARET M. HECKLER, 
Secretary. 

Mr. PURSELL. Mr. Speaker, I also 
include in the RECORD the biography 
of Dr. Carolyne Davis. 

The biography is as follows: 
CAROLYNE KAHLE DAVIS, ADMINISTRATOR, 

HEALTH CARE FINANCING ADMINISTRATION, 
DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND HUMAN SERV
ICES 

EDUCATION 

Ph.D., Higher Education Administration, 
Syracuse University, Syracuse, New York, 
1972. 

Master of Science, Nursing Education, 
Syracuse University, Syracuse, New York, 
1965. 

Bachelor of Science, Nursing, Johns Hop
kins University, Baltimore, Maryland, 1954. 

Liberal Arts Studies, Dickinson College, 
Carlisle, Pennsylvania, 1949 to 1951 

PROFESSIONAL EXPERIENCE 

Administrator, Health Care Financing Ad
ministration fHCFAJ, March 1981 to 
present 

Major Responsibilities 
Management of the Medicare and Medic

aid health care insurance programs which 
provide for the health care needs of 50 Inil
lion Americans who are elderly, disabled or 
poor. Development and implementation of 
detailed operative guidelines on· reimburse
ment, eligibility and coverage, and manage
ment of the agency's budget which for FY 
1985 was $99 billion, amounting to 10% of 
the total Federal budget and 29% of all 
health care expenditures in this country. 

Administration of a $35 million research 
and demonstration budget focusing on long 
range policy development. 

Supervision of 4,100 agency staff and 
60,000 regional and State fiscal interme
diary staff who coordinate HCFA programs 
at the State level. 

Response to Congressional and other gov
ernmental agency requests for information, 
research studies, and testimony concerning 
HCFA programs. 

Communication with provider and health 
industry groups, the media, and consumer 
groups regarding HCF A policies and direc
tions for health care cost containment. 

Specific Accomplishments 
Reduced Medicare and Medicaid spending 

increases and improved agency efficiency 
through the successful efforts listed below: 

Prospective Payment System <PPS>: Im
plemented PPS using Diagnostic Related 
Groups <DRGs) as a new method for paying 
for hospital care under Medicare. Imple
mented in five months after passage of 1983 
Social Security Act. 

. ,. 

Medicaid State Flexibility Waiver Pro
gram: Implemented waiver program for 
States in 1981 <i.e., Home and Community
based; Freedom of Choice). 

End Stage Renal Disease Program 
<ESRD>: Implemented prospective payment 
rates. 

Peer Review Organizations <PRO>: Imple
mented new program assuring necessity, ap
propriateness and quality of care for Medi
care beneficiaries. 

Health Maintenance Organizations 
<HMO>: Expanded access by implementing 
new provisions under Tax Equity and Fiscal 
Responsibility Act of 1982 <TEFRA>. 

Hospices: Developed regulations and certi
fied 110 hospices for participation in the 
Medicare program. 

Early and Periodic Screening Diagnostic 
Treatment <EPSDT>: Developed proposed 
regulations to eliminate burdensome re
quirements which impede health screenings 
and following-up care to children under 
Medicaid. 

Intermediate Care Facilities for Mentally 
Retarded <ICF /MR>: Reformed Federal sur
veys of large public ICF /MRs and required 
corrections of such standard conditions. 

Common Billing <UB-82>: Established a 
common billing term form for Medicare hos
pitals and another for physicians for all 
third party payors. 

Medicare Physician Fee Freeze: Imple
mented legislation within three months 
after passage. 

Participating Physicians and Physician 
Assignment Rate Lists <P ARL>: Expanded 
beneficiary information of suppliers and 
physicians who accept assignment. 

Common Procedure Coding <CPT-4): Im
plemented common procedure coding for 
Part B billing under Medicare. 

Third Party Liability <TPL>: Reduced 
Medicaid costs through joint project with 
the Social Security Administration for im
proved collection of information on Supple
mental Security Income <SSI) recipients. 

Admission Pattern Monitoring <APM>: Es
tablished a system to assure that only pa
tients who need hospitalization are admit
ted. 

Ambulatory Surgical Centers: Developed 
rules for coverage and reimbursement of 
ambulatory facilities as a cost-effective al
ternative to inpatient hospital services. 

Medicare Contractor Performance: Im
proved peformance through enhanced audit 
and medical review criteria; more stringent 
performance standards; workload consolida
tion; and intensified overpayment collection 
and prevention procedures. 

Improved Audits: Achieved reduction of 
$2.1 billion in reported costs by completing 
audits of PPS base period used for setting 
hospital rates. 

Parenteral and Enteral: Simplified admin
istration by designating two contractors and 
setting national instructions and pricing 
guidelines for these supplies. 

Paper Reduction: Reduced paperwork 
burden on public by more than 25 percent. 

Publications Cost Reduction: Reduced 
publication costs by 67 percent without af
fecting any beneficiary publications. 

Reduced Agency Travel: Reduced agency 
travel by $500,000 <net> by expanding 
audio/video teleconferencing. 

Centralized Freedom of Information Act 
<FOIA>: Centralized FOIA activities, in
creasing workload from 2,000 to 30,000 
yearly requests without increasing staffing. 

New International Activities Program: 
Began International Health Briefings pro
gram in 1983 in coordination with State De-

partment briefing over 30 nations and their 
representatives. 

Technical Assistance to States: Began pro
gram helping States implement DRG type 
prospective payment systems for Medicaid 
programs. 

Improved Ageny Productivity: Reorga
nized the agency, iproved HCFA productivi
ty by raising work levels 30%, and improved 
timeliness in agency review and response to 
State Medicaid waivers. 
Associate vice president for academic affairs 

(Inter Collegiate and Intra College Pro
grams), the University of Michigan, Ann 
Arbor, Michigan, May 1975 to March 1981 

Major Responsibilities and 
Accomplishments 

Administration of the following special in
stitutes and centers with a budget of $6 mil
lion from general funds and $7 million from 
grants, contracts, and earned income and 
over 500 employees: Institute for Public 
Policy Studies, Institute for Labor and In
dustrial Relations, Institute for Mental Re
tardation and Related Disorders, Institute 
of Gerontology, Center for Research on 
Learning and Teaching, Center for Human 
Growth and Development, Michigan Media 
Center, Michigan Historical Library, Cle
ments Library, Museum of Art. 

Supervised and coordinated activities be
tween the University of Michigan Hospitals 
and the five health science schools: Medi
cine, Nursing, Pharmacy, Public Health and 
Dentistry. 

Supervised and coordinated various inter
national exchange programs, and initiated 
new exchange agreements with internation· 
al universities in China, Germany, France, 
Italy, and the Netherlands. 

Served as University of Michigan Congres
sional liaison for Education and Health Sci
ences from March 1979 to March 1981. Re
sponsibilities included: <a> monitoring Fed
eral legislation and appropriations related 
to University interests such as higher educa
tion, biomedical research, hospital cost con
tainment, health manpower; (b) developing 
legislation with Congressional staff and 
members of Congress; and <c> developing 
and implementing legislative strategies 
alone and in collaboration with such groups 
as the American Association of Universities. 

Reviewed all recommendations for faculty 
promotions and determined final candidates 
from the seventeen schools and colleges on 
the Ann Arbor Campus as well as the two 
branch campuses of Flint and Dearborn. 

Participated in budget allocation decisions 
for the seventeen schools and colleges on 
the Ann Arbor Campus. 

Coordinated interdisciplinary graduate 
programs for Bioengineering and Water Re
sources. 

Developed and implemented program clo
sure procedures and guidelines for the uni
versity's academic programs. 
Dean, School of Nursing, the University of 

Michigan, Ann Arbor, Michigan, July 1973 
to May 1975 

Major Responsibilities and 
Accomplishments 

Administration of nursing school involv
ing the management of 135 faculty and 
1,100 students with a general fund of over 
$2 million and $1 million annually in grants 
and contracts. 

Development of Ph.D. program in clinical 
nursing research. 

Institution of research and funding activi
ties which moved the school from 30th to 
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lOth in the national ranking of Federal 
funds received. 

Participation in the development of a new 
statewide nursing research program which 
brought over $1.5 million in research funds 
to the University. 

Development of an intercollegiate masters 
degree program with the School of Public 
Health for preparation of nursing service 
administrators. 

Development of an off-campus multi
media instructional program lead in to a 
baccalaureate program for registered nurses 
with a $1 million Federal grant. 

Implementation of upgraded criteria for 
review of faculty appointment, promotion 
and tenure. 

Development of an elective course "The 
Consumer and His Health Care Needs" for 
non-nursing majors. 
Professor of education and professor of 

nursing, the University of Michigan, Ann 
Arbor, Michigan, 1973 to 1981 
Management teaching at the Center for 

Higher Education, School of Education. 
Chair/committee member for doctoral 

student dissertations at the Schools of Edu
cation and Nursing. 
Chairperson, Baccalaureate Nursing Pro

gram and Associate Professor of Nursing, 
Syracuse University, Syracuse, New York, 
1969 to 1973 
Administration of a baccalaureate nursing 

program involving the management of 35 
faculty and 350 students. 

Lecture and clinical instruction of various 
practice areas. 

Development of an inter-institutional co
operative nursing education consortium for 
Upstate New York; Syracuse University and 
SUNY Upstate Medical Center Project, 1972 
to 1973. 

PROFESSIONAL COMMITTEE MEMBERSHIPS 

Board Member and President, Interna
tional Health Econoinics Management Insti
tute, 1984. 

Board Member, Nursing Econoinics, 1983. 
Association of Acadeinic Health Centers, 

Task Force on Health Manpower Planning 
1980-1981. 

American Association of Higher Educa
tion, Board of Directors 1980-1981. 

Friends of Health <a Health Lobbying 
Group> 1979-1981. 

AAU/NASULGC/ACE Joint Cominittee 
on Health Policy 1979-1981. 

Michigan Health Data Corporation, 
Chairperson, 1978-1980. 

American Council on Education: Cominis
sion for Leadership Development 1978-1981, 
Commission on Collegiate Athletics 1976-
1979. 

National League of Nursing: Board of Di
rectors 1979-1981, Task Force on Cost Anal
ysis for Nursing Education 1975-1978. 

COMMUNITY SERVICE 

Johns Hopkins University, Board of Trust
ees 1979-1981. 

Michigan Heart Association: Board of Di
rectors, 1973-1981, Executive Committee, 
1979-1981, Finance Cominittee, 1979-1981. 

United Way Campaign, Chairperson, Uni
versity of Michigan, 1976-1977. 

United Fund, Associate Chairperson-Syr
acuse University, 1972-1973. 

Upstate New York Heart Association: 
Board of Directors, 1968-1973, Vice Presi
dent, 1972-1973. 

School Board <Elected-3-year Term), 
Fayetteville-Manlius System, New York, 
1971-1973. 

HONORS AND AWARDS 

Honorary Degrees 
Doctor of Law, Adelphi University, 1985. 
Doctor of Science, University of Medicine 

and Dentistry of New Jersey, 1984. 
Doctor of Literature <Humane Letters), 

Georgetown University, 1982. · 
Doctor of Science, University of Evans

ville, 1982. 
Awards 

Distinguished Alumni Award, University 
of Michigan Medical Center, 1984. 

Leadership Award, Sigma Theta Tau, 
1984. 

Alumni Award, Syracuse University 
School of Education, 1984. 

Certificate of Recognition, American 
Nurses Association, National League for 
Nursing, and American Association of Col
leges of Nursing, 1984. 

Distinguished Associate, Atlantic Econom
ic Society, 1983. 

Bronze Medallion (for outstanding per
formance>, Department of Health and 
Human Services, 1983. 

Distinguished Alumnus Award, Johns 
Hopkins University, 1981. 

Change Magazine's 100 Top Young Lead
ers in the American Academy, 1978. 

U.S. Public Health Service Traineeship, 
1963 to 1965. 

Cullen Prize for Nursing Administration, 
Johns Hopkins University, 1954. 

Presidential Scholarship, Dickinson Col
lege, 1949 to 1951. 

Honors 
Fellow, American Academy of Nursing, 

1978. 
Phi Delta Kappa <Education Honorary), 

1975. 
Sigma Theta Tau <Nursing Honorary), 

1965. 
PUBLICATIONS 

"A Political Appointee", Political Action: 
A Handbook for Nurses, edited by D. Mason 
and S. Talbott, (In Press>. 

"U.S. National Health Policy: A Federal 
Perspective", International Health Econom
ics Management Institute, Edwardsville, ill., 
<In Press>. 

"Organ Transplants", Public Welfare, 
Spring 1985. 

"Holding the Line on Health Care Costs: 
An Administration Overview", IMC Journal, 
February /March 1985. 

"The Impact of Prospective Payment on 
Clinical Research", Journal of American 
Medical Association, February 1, 1985. 

"The ESRD Program: Finding a Better 
Future for Patients", Contemporary Dialy
sis and Nephrology, January 1985. 

"Medicare", The Retired Officers, Janu
ary 1985. 

"HCFA is Not Imposing Quotas on PRO's, 
Administrator Says", Federation of Ameri
can Hospitals Review, November/December 
1984. 

"Efficient Care Benefits All", Clinical 
Chemistry News, October 1984. 

"The Reimbursement Revolution Implica
tions for Physicians", Contemporary Dialy
sis, September 1984. 

"The Chief Administrative Officer of the 
Academic Health Center-A Post of Grow
ing Impact of Both Higher Education and 
Health Services Delivery", with S. C. Stolp
Smith and J.W. Dalson, Ph.D., The Journal 
of Health Administration Education, June 
1984. 

"The Time is Right", Guest Editorial, 
Nursing and Health Care, May 1984. 

"The Status of Reimbursement Policy and 
Future Projections", Nursing Research and 

Policy Formation: The Case of Prospective 
Payment, American Academy of Nursing, 
Kansas City, Kansas, April1984 

"The Reimbursement Revolution: A New 
Agenda", Diagnosis Related Groups: The 
Effect in New Jersey the Potential for the 
Nation:, March 1984, <HCFA #03170>. 

"The Reimbursement Revolution: A New 
Agenda", Caring, February 1984. 

"What Nurses Need to Know About the 
Prospective Payment Revolution", Ameri
can Journal of Nursing, January 1984. 

"A Federal Perspective: Nursing Under 
Prospective Payment", Health Care Cost 
Containment: Dilemmas and Solutions, Mid
west Alliance in Nursing, Indianapolis, Indi
ana, 1984. 

"Reforming the U.S. Health Care Financ
ing System", and "Research and Demon
strations in Prospective Payment", with A. 
Esposito, Health Care: An International 
Perspective, edited by J.M. Virgo and G. 
Rutman, International Health Economics 
and Management Institute, Edwardsville, Il-
linois, 1984. · 

"Prospective Payment Background and 
Future Directions", Health Care Institu
tions in Flux: Changing Reimbursement 
Patterns in the 1980's Information Re
source Press," Arlington, Virginia, 1984. 

"National Legislation and Regulatory 
Action", Perspectives in Nursing 1983-1985, 
National League for Nursing, New York, 
N.Y., 1983. 

Nursing and the Health Care Debates", 
<Editorial), Image: The Journal of Nursing 
Scholarship, Sigma Theta Tau, Summer 
1983. 

"A Government Administrator's Point of 
View", Pennsylvania Blue Shield Annual 
Report 1983, 1983. 

"The Federal Role in Changing Health 
Care Financing, Part II: Prospective Pay
ment and its Impact on Nursing," Nursing 
Econoinics, September/October 1983. 

"Reforining the U.S. Health Care Financ
ing System", with G.J. Schieber, Ph.D., At
lantic Econoinics Journal, September 1983. 

"A Bold Step Forward", The Internist, 
August 1983. 

"Prospective Payment: What it Means to 
Physicians", The Internist, August 1983. 

"Carolyne Davis on Prospective Pay
ment", Osteopathic Hospitals, August 1983. 

"The Federal Role in Changing Health 
Care Financing, Part I: National Programs 
and Health Financing Problems", Nursing 
Econoinics, July I August 1983. 

"Fixed Fees Reduce Costs, Add Incen
tives", <Editorial), U.S.A. Today, February 
16, 1983. 

"The Need to Contain Health Care Spend
ing", Graduate Women, January/February 
1983. 

"Commitment and Cost Control in the 
Health Care System", American Psycholo
gist, December 1982. 

"The 1980s-Nurses' Decade of Political 
Power", Briefly Noted, American Academy 
of College for Nursing, Washington, D.C., 
August 1982. 

"Home Health Care-Opportunity and Re
sponsibility", Rx Home Care/Medicare Sec
tion, July 1982. 

"Effects of Medicare and Medicaid on 
Community Hospitals", Healthcare Finan
cial Management, July 1982. 

"Federally Funded Health Care Progress 
and Their Impact on Corporate Health Care 
Costs", Health Care Cost Containment, Ma
chinery and Allied Products Institute, 
Washington, D.C. 1982. 

"Leadership for Expanding Nursing Influ
ence on Health Policy", with D. Oakley and 

..,_ 
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J. A. Sochalski, The Journal of Nursing Ad
ministration, January 1982. 

"Restricted Resources Ahead: A Test for 
Nursing Creativity", The Michigan Nurse, 
December 1981. 

"Who Determines Health Manpower 
Policy", with P. Maraldo, Nursing in Health 
Care, August 1980. 

"Wield the Ax with Courage and Sensitivi
ty", Higher Education's Challenge, Ameri
can Council on Education, Washington, D.C. 
1980. 

"How Can We Train Doctors to be More 
Humanistic?", Ethics, Humanism, and Medi
cine, Alan R. Liss, Inc., New York, 1979. 

"Guidelines for Program Discontinuance", 
with Dougherty, Educational Record, 
Winter 1979. 

"The Changing Role of Women in Aca
deme", Dickinson Alumnus, February 1979. 

"Our 14,000 Colleagues in Business, Indus
try and Government", American Association 
of Higher Education Bulletin, October 1978. 

"Factors Affecting the Growth of Inter
disciplinary Education", Craniofacial 
Growth Series, Monograph No. 6, Center 
for Human Growth and Development, Uni
versity of Michigan, 1977. 

"Nursing Education for Quality Nursing 
Practice", The Alumni Magazine, Johns 
Hopkins Press, January 1976. 

"Some Methodological Problems in the 
IOM Study of Costs of Nursing Education", 
The Cost of Nursing Education, Monograph 
No. 14-1591, National League for Nursing, 
New York, 1975. 

Relationship of University Preparation 
and Nursing Practice, NLN League Ex
change Monograph No. 108, National 
League for Nursing, New York, 1975. 

"NLN Task Force on the Cost of Nursing 
Education", Converting Threats into Chal
lenges in Nursing-Adaptations in Baccalau
reate and Graduate Education in Nursing, 
Department of Baccalaureate and Higher 
Degree Programs, National League for 
Nursing, New York, 1975. 

"Changing Roles for Expert Nurses: Nurse 
Practitioners", Major Issues and Trends in 
the Provision of Health Care Services, Gov
ernors Conference on Health Care Services 
and Manpower, 1973. 

Final Report of Feasibility Task Force on 
a University Nursing Education Center, A 
Consortium Planning Document, with R. 
Galbreath and M. Sovie, Syracuse Universi
ty and Upstate Medical Center, New York, 
1973. 

"Anticipatory Socialization: Its Effect on 
Role Conception, Role Deprivation and 
Adaptive Role Strategies of Graduating Stu
dents from Selected Associated Degree and 
Baccalaureate Nursing Program", Disserta
tion, University Microfilms, Ann Arbor, 
Michigan, 1972. 

RESEARCH ACTIVITIES 

Academic Health Center Exploratory 
Study of Role of Chief Administrative Offi
cer, with Drs. J. Dalston and S. Smith, The 
University of Michigan, 1980 to 1981. 

Statewide System for Procedures of Pro
gram Discontinuance <with H. Miller), 1979-
80 <Exxon support). 

Leadership Competencies of Academic Ad
ministrators, with Dr. M.A. Swain, The Uni
versity of Michigan, 1980. 

Leadership Competencies of Deans of 
Nursing, with Dr. M. A. Swain, The Univer
sity of Michigan, 1977 to 1979. 

Developed the first American Heart Asso
ciation cardiovascular nursing research fel
lowship program media, both television and 
radio, concerning Federal initiatives in 
health care reform. 

Services for Mentally Retarded Persons, 
Senate Appropriations Committee, Handi
capped Subcommittee, 6127184. 

Medicaid Program "Freedom of Choice" 
Waivers, Senate Finance Committee, Health 
Subcommittee, 3130184. 

FY 1985 Budget for the Health Care Fi
nancing Administration, Senate Appropria
tions Committee, Departments of Labor, 
Health and Human Services, Education & 
Related Agencies Subcommittee, 3128184. 

FY 1985 Budget for the Health Care Fi
nancing Administration, House Appropria
tions Committee, Departments of Labor, 
Health and Human Services, Educaton & 
Related Agencies Subcommittee, 3120184. 

Medicare Program Relative to Proposed 
Organizational Changes in the Social Secu
rity Administration, Congressional Panel on 
Social Security Organization, 3116184. 

Medically Needy and the Medicaid Pro
gram Services for Children and Pregnant 
Women, House Energy and Commerce Com
mittee, Oversight and Investigations Sub
committee and Health and the Environment 
Subcommittee, 3116184. 

Transplantation in the Medicare End
Stage Renal Disease <ESRD) Program, The 
National Organ Transplant Act, House 
Ways and Means Committee, Health Sub
committee, 219184. 

Vision of Care Services and Eye Examina
tions under the Medicare Program, <state
ment for the record), House Energy and 
Commerce Committee, Health and the Envi
ronment Subcommittee, Baltimore, Mary
land, 1127184. 

Perspective on the Health Care Financing 
Administration <HCFA> Regarding the Med
icare Financing Crisis, <statement for the 
record), House Select Committee on Aging, 
Boca Raton, Florida, 12128183. 

Allocation of Human Organs for Trans
portation, Particularly as it Relates to Non
residents Aliens, <statement for the record), 
House Science and Technology Committee, 
Investigations and Oversight Subcommittee, 
1117183. 

Systems Currently in Place for Making 
Organs Available for Transportation under 
Medicare End-Stage Renal Disease <ESRD) 
Program as Administered by HCFA, Senate 
Labor & Human Resources Committee, 101 
20183. 

National Organ Transplant Act, <H.R. 
4080), House Energy & Commerce Commit
tee, Health and the Environment Subcom
mittee, 10117183. 

Reimbursement for Transplant Proce
dures, <a Written Testimony for the Record 
by Carolyne K. Davis, Ph.D.), 9123183, Cali
fornia State Senate Select Anatomical 
Transplant Committee, Sacramento, Cali
fornia. 

Implementation of the Provisions in P.L. 
97-248, the Tax Equity and Fiscal Responsi
bility Act of 1982 <TEFRA) which Provide 
Coverage for Hospice Care for Terminally 
Ill Medicare Beneficiaries, Senate Finance 
Committee, Health Subcommittee, 9115183. 

The Administration's Reforms for Medi
care, House Energy & Commerce Commit
tee, Health & the Environment Subcommit
tee, 7118183. 

Home Health Care Under the Medicaid 
Program and the Congressional Proposal, 
Senate Labor & Human Resources Commit
tee, 7113183. 

Departments of Labor, Health & Human 
Services, Education, Appropriations for 
1984, <Part 5, HCFA>, House Appropriations 
Committee Labor, HHS, Education Subcom
mittee, 4127183. 

Systems in Place for Making Organs 
Available for Transplantation, House Sci-

ence & Technology Committee, Investiga
tions & Oversight Subcommittee, 4127183. 

The Future of Medicare, Senate Special 
Aging Committee, 4113183. 

Departments of Labor, Health & Human 
Services, Education, Appropriations FY 
1984, <Part 2, HCFA), <H.R. 3913), Senate 
Appropriations Committee, Labor, HHS, 
Educaton Subcommittee, 418183. 

The Future of Medicare: N.J., House 
Aging Committee, Human Services Subcom
mitte <Princeton, N.J.), 3128183. 

Overview of the Administration's Entitle
ment Policies, House Budget Committee 
Task Force on Entitlements, Uncontrolla
bles, and Indexing, 3110183. 

Medicare Hospital Prospective Payment 
System, House Ways & Means Committee, 
Health Subcommittee, 2115183. 

Quality Assurance Under Prospective Re
imbursement Programs, Senate Aging Com
mittee, 214183. 

Prospective Reimbursement for Hospitals, 
House Energy & Commerce, Health & the 
Environment Subcommittee, 11122182. 

Nursing Home Survey & Certification: As
suring Quality Care, Senate Aging Commit
tee, 7115182. 

Recommendations for Legislation to 
Achieve Required Cuts in the FY 1983 
Budget for Medicare, House Ways & Means 
Committee, Health Subcommittee, 6115182. 

The End Stage Renal Disease Program, 
<Part 2, Treatment Standards & Methods), 
House Government Operations Committee, 
Intergovernmental Relations & Human Re
sources Subcommittee, 4128182. 

Proposed Regulations Governing Reim
bursement under the Medicare End-Stage 
Renal Disease Program, House Ways & 
Means Committee, Oversight Subcommit
tee, 4122182. 

Impact on the Elderly of Proposed Medi
care & Medicaid Cuts, House Aging Com
mittee, Health and Long-Term Care Sub
committee, 3119182. 

Proposed Prospective Reimbursement 
Rates for the ESRD Program, Senate Fi
nance Committee, Health Subcommittee, 31 
15182. 

HCFA Appropriations for 1983, <Part 3), 
Senate Appropriations Committee, Labor I 
HHSIEducation Subcommittee, 3118182. 

HCFA Appropriations for 1983, <Part 5), 
House Appropriations Committee, Labor 1 
HHSIEducation Subcommittee, 315182. 

Impact of the Administration's Proposed 
Budget Cuts on Children, House Ways & 
Means Committee, Oversight Subcommittee 
and House Energy & Commerce Committee, 
Health & the Environment Subcommittee, 
<statement for the record), 315182. 

Kickbacks in Clinical Laboratories, House 
Energy & Commerce Committee, Oversight 
& Investigations Subcommittee, 315182. 
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e Mr. BROYHILL. Mr. Speaker, at a 
hearing before the Select Committee 
on Aging this morning, Dr. Carolyne 
K. Davis delivered her final testimony 
in a long and distinguished career as 
Health Care Financing Administrator. 

In her own words, Dr. Davis has 
been the "caretaker of Medicare and 
Medicaid over the past 4¥2 years. 

What Dr. Davis modestly declines to 
add, is that she has had the longest 
tenure of any Health Care Financing 
Administrator since the agency was 
founded. 

I first became acquainted with Dr. 
Davis and her impressive command of 
health policy when she testified many 
years ago at a Health and the Environ
ment Subcommittee hearing on the 
Nurse Training Act. Subcommittee 
members were quickly impressed with 
the abilities of the nurse from Michi
gan, and over the years we looked to 
her time and time again for well 
thought out and reasoned testimony 
on health issues. 

The President also recognized those 
outstanding qualities, and in February 
1981 Dr. Davis was appointed Health 
Care Financing Administrator. 

The position of Health Care Financ
ing Administrator is not to be taken 
lightly. Surely it must outrank even 
the heads of the largest corporations 
in duties and responsibilities. 

As the head of HCFA, Dr. Davis 
commands over 4,000 agency staff and 
scores of regional and fiscal interme
diary staff. Fifty million citizens count 
on her to get their benefits-and I 
might add these citizens are among 
the country's most elderly, disabled, 
and poor. 

In the coming fiscal year, the Health 
Care Financing Administration ex
pects to spend almost $100 billion in 
benefit payments. Its research budget 
will be $22 million. Imagine the ma
chinery to run an organization that 
large. 

Imagine the grasp of policy to run 
programs as diverse as end stage renal 
disease and Medicaid State flexibility 
waivers. 

And imagine trying to run an agency 
that large, with so many programmat
ic responsibilities, during such an im
portant period in the reform of health 
policy. 

It is without question that Dr. Davis' 
stewardship of HCF A was the linchpin 
upon which the Medicare reimburse
ment reforms, the prospective pay
ment system, were formulated and im
plemented. Under the steady manage
ment and capable command, this radi
cal change in Medicare reimbursement 
has been implemented successfully, in
jecting a long-needed measure of com
petition into the health care market
place. And under Dr. Davis' supervi
sion, the law mandating this new PPS 
system was implemented in only 5 
months. 

By her own estimation, Dr. Davis 
has testified before the Congress 
almost 70 times. The majority of those 
were as Health Care Financing Admin
istrator. 

It is seldom that the Congress has 
an opportunity to benefit from the 
viewPoint of one who is so capable, 
confident, or persistent. Dr. Davis has 
run HCFA tirelessly for 4¥2 years, and 
has done a superb job. I join with my 
colleagues today, on the 20th anniver
sary of Medicare and Medicaid, in 
thanking Dr. Davis for her selfless ef
forts and for wishing her well in her 
future endeavors. 

With her past record, I am certain 
Dr. Davis will continue on the path of 
success-and I know the Energy and 
Commerce Committee will continue to 
count on her for cogent, compelling, 
and now seasoned testimony ·• 
e Mr. BROOMFIELD. Mr. Speaker, 
on the 20th anniversary of Medicaid 
and Medicare, it is especially appropri
ate that we should recognize the 
achievements of the retiring head of 
the Health Care Finance Administra
tion, Dr. Carolyne K. Davis. 

Dr. Davis manages a $99 billion 
budget, which accounts for 10 percent 
of the total Federal budget and 29 per
cent of the Nation's health care ex
penditures. 

More importantly, Dr. Davis's per
formance has been in every way com-

mensurate with her responsibilities. 
When Dr. Davis took office in 1981, 
the Medicare trust fund faced the 
prospect of bankruptcy by 1986; Dr. 
Davis, however, has significantly pro
longed the life of the fund. 

Dr. Davis has overseen a thorough
going reform of her agency. She has 
implemented the prospective payment 
system, an innovative approach to cut
ting health care costs. She has also re
shaped peer review organizations, ex
panded access to health maintenance 
organizations, and accomplished 
myriad other reforms which have pro
duced a more efficient and cost-effec
tive agency. 

Dr. Davis has arguably managed to 
improve the Nation's health care 
while simultaneously cutting costs. 

Mr. Speaker, as the senior member 
of the Michigan Republican congres
sional delegation, I am particularly 
proud of the role I played in helping 
my colleague Congressman PuRSELL to 
bring Dr. Davis from the University of 
Michigan to the Federal Government. 
I commend her for the outstanding 
job she has done and wish her every 
future success.e 
e Mr. O'BRIEN. Mr. Speaker, I am 
pleased to join with my colleagues in 
speaking of the Honorable Carolyine 
Kahle Davis, Administrator of the 
Health Care Financing Administra
tion. 

In the next few days, the Reagan ad
ministration will lose one of its unsung 
luminaries when Dr. Davis leaves Fed
eral service after 4 years at the helm 
of one of the most important agencies 
of the Government. 

Dr. Davis has shouldered the respon
sibility of managing the system that 
plays a crucial role in serving the 
needs of the 51 million elderly, dis
abled, and poor who depend upon 
Medicare and Medicaid. The agency 
budget which for fiscal 1985 was $99 
billion, amounts to nearly 10 percent 
of the total Federal budget and 29 per
cent of all health care expenditures in 
our country. The agency staff which 
she supervised totals 4,100 individuals 
and another 60,000 regional and State 
fiscal intermediary staff who coordi
nate HCF A programs at the State 
level. 

During her tenure, she has overseen 
the institution of a major Federal 
Government reform program and 
process-the prospective payment 
system-which has had, and will con
tinue to have, a profound impact on 
the Federal Establishment and, natu
rally, the beneficaries of Medicare. Dr. 
Davis began the implementation of 
the system in October 1983, and by 
October 1984, roughly 5,400 hospitals 
were being paid under the new system. 

Dr. Davis, a distinguished public 
servant, began her career as a regis
tered nurse. She moved into adminis
tration at Syracuse University and 
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later as associate vice president for 
academic affairs at the University of 
Michigan at Ann Arbor. She earned 
her Ph.D. at Syracuse University and 
has been honored with doctorates 
from Adelphi University, University of 
Medicine & Dentistry of New Jersey, 
Georgetown University, and the Uni
versity of Evansville. Her awards, 
honors and publications are too nu
merous to list. Suffice it to say that 
she has made a impressive contribu
tion to the literature of health care in 
the United States. 

Dr. Davis has been in the forefront 
of developing a new awareness and ap
preciation of the public policy implica
tions of rising health care costs, and 
has been the spokesman and general 
of the revolution to bring health care 
costs under control during this admin
istration. 

The Reagan administration is losing 
a loyal and experienced administrator, 
but I am sure that Dr. Davis will con
tinue to make her mark on public 
policy in her new endeavors. 

Her friends throughout the execu
tive branch, the Congress, and the in
dustry wish her well, and look forward 
to her future assistance to the task of 
bringing health care costs under con
trol.e 
e Mr. GRADISON. Mr. Speaker, it is 
entirely appropriate that we have 
chosen today, the 20th anniversary of 
the Medicare and Medicaid programs 
to honor Dr. Carolyne Davis. 

Not only has Carolyne Davis served 
as administrator of HCFA, the agency 
that oversees these two important pro
grams, longer than any other individ
ual, but she has done an outstanding 
job in what is certainly one of the 
most challenging and difficult posi
tions in this town. 

In 1981, which was when Carolyne 
Davis arrived at HCFA, the Social Se
curity trustees predicted that Medi
care's hospital trust fund would be 
bankrupt within 5 or 6 years. Earlier 
this year, the trustees projected that 
the trust fund would be solvent 
through 1998. 

While this encouraging trend cannot 
be attributed solely to the efforts of 
Carolyne Davis, it has been under her 
leadership that these two massive 
health programs have undergone their 
most sweeping changes. 

Under the intense pressure and scru
tiny of numerous interested parties in
cluding other Federal agencies, health 
industry groups, consumer representa
tives and Congress, Carolyne Davis 
has developed and implemented far
reaching, detailed operative Medicare 
and Medicaid guidelines. She has man
aged an agency that provides for the 
health care needs of 50 million Ameri
cans who are elderly, disabled or poor. 
HCFA's current budget of $99 billion 
amounts to 10 percent of the Federal 
budget and represents nearly one-

third of all health care expenditures 
in this country. 

As ranking Republican on the Ways 
and Means Health Subcommittee, I 
have worked closely with Carolyne 
Davis. My admiration and respect for 
her have continued to grow. In short, 
she is going to be a very tough act to 
follow.e 
e Mrs. BENTLEY. Mr. Speaker, it is 
my pleasure to honor Dr. Carolyne 
Davis this evening. She is not only one 
of the more prominent graduates of 
Johns Hopkins University in our 
State, but she has also served on the 
university's board of trustees with dis
tinction. 

We are proud of her work as admin
istrator of the Health Care Financing 
Administration-from a point of near 
bankruptcy in 1981-she has brought 
the program to fiscal stability. It has 
been a grand job which reflects well 
on her education, her experience and 
her character. 

I am always impressed by the per
formance of most appointed officers in 
government, having been one myself. 
It is the most difficult of chores to 
come into an on-going operation, fully 
staffed, picking up programs and prob
lems-already in place-and be effec
tive. 

Carolyne Kahle Davis has obviously 
been effective and that is what good 
governance is all about. 

We owe Dr. Davis for her service to 
the country. We thank her and wish 
her Godspeed.e 
e Mr. McGRATH. Mr. Speaker, I 
would like to join my colleagues in sa
luting the efforts of a dedicated public 
servant, Dr. Carolyne Davis, who will 
soon leave Government service. 

During my freshman term in Con
gress, Dr. Davis made her first appear
ance at a congressional hearing before 
the Government Operations Subcom
mittee on which I served. She spoke 
then on a complex and volatile Medi
care issue. Since that time, she has dis
tinguished herself in numerous forums 
as an articulate and informed leader in 
the field of health care. 

Under the stewardship of Dr. Davis, 
the Health Care Financing Adminis
tration has assumed tremendous re
sponsibility in reshaping Federal pro
grams to meet stringent fiscal require
ments while maintaining quality serv
ices for millions of Americans. Dr. 
Davis has responded to these chal
lenges with great vigor and attention 
to detail. 

While we have lost a tireless and 
trustworthy ally in the executive 
branch, her legacy of service and ac
complishment will remain. I wish her 
the best of success in future endeav
ors, and extend my heartfelt gratitude 
for her efforts.e 
e Mr. RINALDO. Mr. Speaker, I am 
pleased to take part in this special 
order to commend Dr. Carolyne Davis 
for her work over the last 4¥2 years as 

head of the Health Care Financing 
Administration. 

She has done a tremendous job 
working under terrific pressures. She 
has not only had to work to keep the 
Medicare system solvent, but she also 
brought to her job a commitment to 
providing the senior citizens of this 
Nation the health care benefits they 
need and deserve. 

Only 2 years ago, it was predicted 
that the Hospital Insurance Trust 
Fund would be broke by the end of 
this decade. Today, however. the 
system is predicted to be solvent 
nearly to the end of this century. 

This improvement is due in large 
part to the reduction in health care in
flation. 

More importantly, however, the new 
DRG system offers us the prospect of 
long-term relief in holding down 
health care costs, and Dr. Davis was 
instrumental in getting Congress to 
approve this system. 

While she has headed the Health 
Care Financing Administration, Dr. 
Davis has overseen innovative new 
programs go into effect, such as the 
2176 waiver program under Medicaid, 
the preventive health demonstration 
grants under Medicare, the hospice 
program for terminally ill Medicare re
cipients, as well as the fundamental 
change brought about by the prospec
tive payment system. 

Mr. Speaker, Dr. Davis has clearly 
left her mark at HCF A. 

She has served longer than anyone 
else in that position, and she has done 
so with distinction and a dedication 
which deserve the commendation of 
Congress and the administration. 

I wish her the best of luck as she re
turns to the private sector, and wish to 
extend my heartfelt thanks for a job 
well done.e 
e Mr. WORTLEY. Mr. Speaker, I am 
proud to participate in this special 
order honoring one of the ablest ad
ministrators that the Health Care Fi
nancing Administration has ever had. 

I have known Carolyne Davis since 
she was a professor of nursing at Syra
cuse University in the early 1970's. 
She has been a friend, neighbor, and 
volunteer extraordinaire. 

Carolyne has always been at the 
forefront of good causes, bringing her 
enthusiasm, knowledge, and leader
ship capabilities to bear on community 
efforts. I had the honor and the privi
lege of serving with Carolyne as offi
cers of the Upstate New York Heart 
Association. She also served with dis
tinction as the associate chairperson 
of the United Fund at Syracuse Uni
versity. As an elected member of the 
Fayetteville-Manlius School Board, 
Carolyne played a major role in shap
ing the school district into one of the 
finest in New York State. 

Administrator Davis has shown the 
same dedication and perseverence at 
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the Health Care Financing Adminis
tration. During her 4112 years, she has 
promoted and overseen dramatic 
changes in the Medicare and Medicaid 
systems. In very difficult circum
stances, HCF A under her leadership 
has succeeded in curtailing the rate of 
growth in the cost of the Medicare and 
Medicaid Programs while at the same 
time serving more people than ever 
before. 

Specifically, Carolyne has overseen 
the design and implementation of the 
prospective payment system, the Med
icaid State Flexibility Waiver Pro
gram, and peer review organizations. 
Access to health maintenance organi
zations have been expanded, regula
tions, for hospice participation in Med
icare have been developed, and the pa
perwork burden on the public has 
been reduced by more than 25 percent. 
These are just a few of the accom
plishments of HCF A under Carolyne 
Davis. 

As a member of the House Select 
Committee on Aging, I have especially 
appreciated all of the times Carolyne 
has testified before the Aging Commit
tee and its various subcommittees. It 
has been a long and hard battle from 
her first appearance before the com
mittee to her farewell appearance at 
today's hearing honoring the 20th an
niversary of the Medicare and Medic
aid Programs. 

August 8 is officially Carolyne's last 
day as Administrator of the Health 
Care Financing Administration. Her 
strong work ethic, managerial exper
tise, and extensive knowledge and 
deep concern about health issues will 
be missed. I hope she will return to 
government service in the future to 
give us the further benefit of her tal
ents. America needs such talented 
people in her service. 

In closing, let me just say, "Well 
done, Madame Administrator."• 
e Mr. PEPPER. Mr. Speaker, I would 
just like to take this moment to recog
nize the fine work of a dedicated 
public servant, Dr. Carolyne Davis, Ad
ministrator of the Health Care Fi
nancing Administration who has re
cently announced her plans to leave 
the Department. 

Dr. Davis.. has led a distinguished 
career at the helm of an agency of 
great importance to all senior citizens. 
For in the hands of the Health Care 
Financing Administration is the Medi
care Program which today protects 
some 31 million elderly and disabled 
Americans from the high costs of 
health care. She has lead this agency 
admirably through a tenure of turbu
lent times. Dr. Davis served her coun
try for 5 years in this position, longer 
than any of her predecessors. 

On many occasions I have had to 
call upon Dr. Davis personally for as
sistance with problems faced by my 
constituents. Her door has always 
been open. In every instance she did 

everything in her power to best assist 
me. This goes beyond partisanship. Dr. 
Davis has proved not only a dedicated 
and talented administrator by a com
passionate and understanding person. 

I wish Dr. Davis the best of every
thing in whatever future endeavors 
she may undertake. I know that she 
will carry with her those personal and 
professional characteristics which 
marked her distinguished service at 
the Health Care Financing Adminis
tration.• 
e Mr. BONIOR of Michigan. Mr. 
Speaker, Dr. Carolyne K. Davis, after 
6 years of distinguished service at the 
University of Michigan, joined the 
Health Care Financing Administration 
[HCFAl in 1981 as its Administrator. 
Dr. Davis took charge at a time when 
the agency was in the throes of a 
nearly complete overhaul, the revamp
ing of a major American industry
health care financing. Under her lead
ership, Medicare and Medicaid under
went the most sweeping changes since 
their founding. In spite of the stormy 
seas she has had to sail, Dr. Davis has 
held her ship on course. 

Dr. Davis is not only a leader but a 
health care professional who knows 
how to lead. Originally a nurse, she 
earned a Ph.D. degree in higher educa
tion administration, and went on to 
run nursing departments at Syracuse 
University and the University of 
Michigan where she ultimately served 
as associate vice president for academ
ic affairs before joining HCFA in 1981. 

Today, July 30, 1985, marks the 20th 
anniversary of Medicare and Medicaid. 
It seems fitting to me that on this day, 
Dr. Carolyne K. Davis should be hon
ored. I would like to add my voice to 
those honoring Dr. Davis and wishing 
her continued success in her future en
deavors.e 
• Mr. CONTE. Mr. Speaker, 20 years 
ago today, President Johnson signed 
into law one of the most important 
pieces of legislation ever enacted-leg
islation to establish the Medicare Pro
gram which created a system of af
fordable health care for senior citizens 
in America. I was privileged to have 
been in Congress in 1965 when this 
legislation was passed, and was pleased 
to be able to vote in favor of it. 

Currently, Mr. Speaker, nearly 95 
percent of senior citizens in this 
Nation are entitled to Medicare bene
fits under part A of the program. Over 
the years, the program has expanded 
from hospital benefits <part A> and 
physician services (part B) first en
acted in 1965 to include home health 
care, skilled nursing facility benefits, 
hospice care, and health maintenance 
organizations. And, over the past 20 
years, Congress has made changes in 
the administration of the program to 
make it more responsive to the needs 
of its beneficiaries. Perhaps the most 
notable change was the 1983 amend-

ments, which established the prospec
tive payment system. 

Clearly, the Medicare Program has 
lived up to its noble goals. Health care 
costs for the elderly-while still a sig
nificant percentage of income-are 
much lower than they would have 
been had Congress never enacted the 
Medicare Program. The compromise 
struck in the 1965 legislation-hospital 
care under part A for all beneficiaries 
financed by a small portion of the 
Social Security tax and part B for 
those beneficiaries electing to pay a 
small monthly premium-has insured 
that our senior citizens need not fear 
that their health problems can not be 
taken care of because of huge medical 
costs. Medicare was a natural and logi
cal extension of the Social Security 
Program. 

Mr. Speaker, over the past 4% years, 
the Health Care Financing Adminis
ti·ation, which administers the Medi
care Program, has been under the able 
stewardship of Dr. Carolyne K. Davis. 
Dr. Davis has served with distinction 
as the director of HCF A, longer than 
anyone has ever held that position. It 
is appropriate today, on the 20th anni
versary of Medicare, to commend her 
for her efforts. 

Earlier in this decade, the predic
tions were that Medicare, the corner
stone of health insurance for older 
Americans in this Nation would be 
bankrupt by 1986. Those dire predic
tions have been proven wrong, and the 
wolf at the door has been put off for 
many years, and the reason is the 
leadership provided by Dr. Davis. 

She has taken it upon herself, with 
remarkable success, to restore fiscal 
rationality to Federal health care pro
grams. She has presided over the most 
fundamental restructuring of the 
Medicare system since it was created, 
the prospective payment system. She 
has sought, through regulatory 
reform, to curb excessive growth and 
abuse, saving billions of dollars, with
out compromising the health care of 
the American people. 

She has gone after these goals with 
intelligence and determination, all the 
while under tremendous pressure from 
all those rightly or wrongly threat
ened by change, under constant pres
sure from the Congress to do more or 
to do less, and under constant pressure 
from other agencies of the Govern
ment like the Office of Management 
and Budget. She has performed admi
rably, and this Nation owes her a debt 
of gratitude. 

As the ranking minority member of 
the House Appropriations Committee 
and of its Subcommittee on Labor, 
Health and Human Services and Edu
cation, I have had the privilege of 
working with Dr. Davis on the budget 
for the Health Care Financing 
Agency, and of having her appear 
before the subcommittee each year to 
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testify on the Health Care Financing 
Administration's proposed budget. Be
cause of her knowledge and expertise, 
Dr. Davis had the complete confidence 
of the subcommittee. Every year, it 
was Dr. Davis speaking on behalf of 
the provision of health care to mil
lions of older Americans and disadvan
taged Americans, and I can tell you 
that those millions of Americans slept 
better at night knowing Dr. Davis was 
speaking on their behalf. 

Four and a half years is a long time 
for anybody to serve in as pressurized 
an environment as Administrator of 
HCF A. That represents a tremendous 
sacrifice of salary and personal life 
that Dr. Davis made in the service of 
this country of ours in one of the most 
important positions in the Govern
ment. We have been tremendously for
tunate to have someone as skilled as 
Dr. Davis in this position, doing such 
good work, and we will all miss her 
very much. 

I have often said that people who 
make the sacrifice of public service de
serve a medal, but, Mr. Speaker, Dr. 
Davis deserves a bushel of medals for 
the service she has performed. 

I want to wish Dr. Davis Godspeed 
in her future undertakings, but most 
of all, I want to say thank you, Dr. 
Davis, for a job well done. It has been 
a real pleasure to have worked with 
Dr. Davis. I will miss her, and I know 
the American people join me in wish
ing her the best.e 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mr. PURSELL. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5legislative days in which to 
revise and extend their remarks on the 
subject of my special order tonight. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Michigan? 

There was no objection. 

COMPARABLE WORTH 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 

a previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from Texas [Mr. ARMEY] is rec
ognized for 60 minutes. 

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Speaker, let me 
address the question of comparable 
worth. We just heard, I think, a very 
interesting discussion of the subject a 
few minutes ago and certainly in the 
last couple of weeks we have heard a 
good deal about this notion. One of 
the gentlemen who discussed the 
notion not long ago confused me even 
further, because as I sat and listened 
to the discussion, I heard the gentle
man make the point that this is not 
comparable worth, this is pay equity, 
and yet, as I listened to the discussion, 
the comparable worth language con
tinued to come up. 

I think this was reflective of the 
kind of curious circumstances of con-

fusion we have here. I am very well 
aware of the comparable worth con
cept. It has been around for many 
years. If I can take a minute to 
present it in a nutshell, it is true that 
not too many years ago in this House 
we did pass legislation that gave to all 
Americans, irrespective of sex, or race, 
or religious conviction the guaranteed 
right to achieve equal employment op
portunity and equal pay for equal 
work within the job category. That is 
to say, we have guaranteed to Ameri
can citizens individual that they 
cannot be asked to work alongside an
other person in the same or even a 
similar job and suffer a pay differen
tial that is based on some criteria such 
as sex or race. 

The fact of the matter is, the legisla
tion that we passed historically that 
guarantees equal employment oppor
tunity opened access to jobs of all cat
egories by all people, irrespective of 
race or sex, and that guarantees equal 
pay for equal work within a job cate
gory, irrespective of race or sex. 

This legislation has had a tremen
dous impact on employment practices 
in the Nation, bringing about a chang
ing occupational pattern for all Ameri
cans, patterns that have had enor
mous impacts on the home, such 
things as time-sharing arrangements, 
leaving not only mothers who feel 
compelled by economic circumstances 
to work, but also fathers to have 
greater opportunities to spend with 
their families. 

Women in America in the last 10 
years have broken new ground in 
larger numbers in a greater variety of 
new occupations not traditional to 
women in America, as have men 
broken new ground in nontraditional 
occupations. The freedom of the 
American individual, male or female, 
to cross traditional sex-determined oc
cupational roles has been exemplified 
by the fact that they have been doing 
it, enormous progress that must be re
spected. 

In all of those cases, we have given 
the fundamental guarantee that this 
Nation was founded on-equality of 
opportunity and freedom from dis
crimination that is based on arbitrary 
preferences regarding sex or race, and 
the progress has been felt. 

Now we have a new concept, and it is 
fundamentally different in two ways. 
One, this new concept which emerged 
as comparable worth, existed as com
parable worth, was debated as compa
rable worth, not only here in this body 
but in bodies across the Nation, and 
only recently has earned the new 
name-pay equity. It is the proponents 
of H.R. 3008 who changed the name of 
it, not us, who are asking for time to 
consider. 

0 2020 
But what has happended here? We 

have made two fundamental changes. 

No. 1, we are talking about changes in 
the administration of wage by the 
Government, not the market. Wages 
would not be determined by the 
market forces reflecting the free will 
of individuals moving freely between 
jobs, changing supply, affecting the 
demand, and resulting in a price-a 
market that has served us so well and 
built the country so strongly. 

When I see any piece of legislation 
that tampers with the fundamental 
market economy by which this Nation 
achieved such unparalleled prosperity, 
I have a sense of caution, a reserved 
sense of question: What is this legisla
tion? Whom may it help, and whom 
might it hurt? What are the benefits 
to the national economic well-being, 
and what are the potential dangers? 

We know very fundamentally indeed 
that it is impossible to take an eco
nomics course in this country, even at 
the most elementary level, without re
alizing very clearly that when you set 
a price that is different from the 
market price, depending on whether 
or not you set that price higher or 
lower, you are bound to create either a 
shortage or a surplus. And indeed this 
Government should have drawn that 
lesson from its meddlesomeness in its 
administration of price in a hundred 
other categories and markets so they 
would not risk it so cavalierly with re
spect to that very important labor 
market where clearing of the market 
goes hand in hand with the realization 
of equality of opportunity, along with 
equal pay for equal work. 

So I have a sense of caution, then, 
Mr. Speaker, regarding anyone who 
would want to shuttle the market 
aside and put in its place a govern
ment price control agency. 

Now, my second point: As we look at 
the possibility of implementing this 
new concept of wage determination by 
Government fiat, we are not talking 
about equality for individuals within 
jobs, but we are talking about setting 
equal pay rates for different jobs. We 
are now suggesting that we can endow 
this Government agency with the 
wisdom, and the understanding, and 
the ability to measure the worth of 
competing jobs, and to issue a fiat 
statement of the worth of those jobs. 
So that they may, as they have done, 
suggest that laundry workers and 
truckdrivers performed work of equal 
value; that librarians were almost 
twice as valuable as carpenters; that 
nurses held in the State of Washing
ton the most valuable jobs of all-all 
of these decisions made arbitrarily on 
the basis of a model that had within 
that model only four variables, Mr. 
Speaker, of wage determination. So 
yes, I have a sense of caution. 

Now let us address how this has 
emerged in this session of Congress. 
During the Fourth of July break, 
while I was working in my district, I 
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found out that the emergence of com
parable worth on this floor was immi
nent, that a bill had been introduced 
by the gentlewoman from Ohio and 
been assigned to the subcommittee 
that she chaired, and that it was going 
to be passed through that subcommit
tee posthaste. 

Mr. Speaker, I grew up in the West, 
and in the West we saw railroads 
moving fast, many, many times, and 
we learned to recognize them. This 
had all the symptoms of the Great 
Northern moving westward. It was 
going to happen, I was sure, so I decid
ed that I had to come back, because of 
my concern and my commitment and 
see if we could slow that train down 
and see if we could get some investiga
tion, some examination. And, yes, I did 
speak to some of my colleagues, and, 
yes, I did get 20 or so of these col
leagues to give 1-minute speeches rais
ing questions and raising reservations. 
I did have another 20 or so of my col
leagues talking to other Members and 
asking: "Do you know what this is? Do 
you have any idea what the potential 
of that might be?" Perhaps we have 
slowed that train somewhat, but it is 
moving forward now. 

There are a lot of questions I would 
like to address. No. 1, let me point out 
that it is simply not true-and this is 
important-it is simply not true that 
the Office of Personnel Management 
has not performed a study. They have 
performed a study in the last year. Ac
cording to the Washington Times in 
an article just in the last week, the 
sponsors of H.R. 3008 are well aware 
of and have in their possession the 
study that was done by the Office of 
Personnel Management. 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. ARMEY. First, let me finish this 
point. 

I have seen that study. I have it in 
my possession. I have read it. It has a 
lot of conclusions. One question I must 
ask is: Did the committee that re
viewed this subject review the study 
done by the Office of Personnel Man
agement, or did they shunt it aside, as 
they did the · 400-page study done by 
the Civil Rights Commission? 

We do not know the answers to 
these questions. Here is a study that is 
bought and paid for. It is done, it is 
completed. The study, by the way, has 
a regression model of 27 variables, not 
4 variables. It is a rather thorough and 
scientific study. A regression model of 
27 variables is a pretty impressive re
gression model. 

Mr. Speaker, I would like to come 
back to that in a moment, but let me 
for a moment yield to my friend, the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding. 

I just wanted to stay on top of this 
and ask a couple of questions. Do I un
derstand that what the gentleman is 

saying to us is that despite the fact we 
are going to have a bill before us that 
indicates we ought to spend thousands 
of dollars, perhaps millions of dollars, 
on a study, that study has already 
been completed by the Office of Per
sonnel Management? Is that what the 
gentleman is telling us? 

Mr. ARMEY. Not only am I telling 
the gentleman that a study has been 
completed, but I also have no way of 
knowing whether or not the commit
tee has examined that study or taken 
it into consideration because I have 
not yet even been able to see the 
report of the committee. It has not 
been issued yet. 

Mr. WALKER. That is a problem, 
and we ought to deal with that in a 
moment. But let me ask the gentle
man this: 

Did the study done by the Office of 
Personnel Management come to the 
conclusion that the Members sponsor
ing the legislation would like it to 
come to? 

Mr. ARMEY. Quite the contrary. As 
a matter of fact, it came to the conclu
sion that I spoke about earlier today. 
And it was a rather interesting conclu
sion, because it came to the conclusion 
that if you try to implement such a 
program, you will have a class conflict 
that can be generally described as a 
conflict between white-collar workers 
and blue-collar workers. 

Mr. WALKER. All right. So I think 
the gentleman is telling me that the 
study has been done, but it did not 
come to the conclusion and did not 
come out the way the Members spon
soring this legislation on the floor 
would like it to come out. That is also 
true of the study done by the Civil 
Rights Commission. Is that not the 
case, that the study was done, but it 
did not come to the conclusion the 
Members who are sponsoring this leg
islation would like it to come to? Is 
that not right? 

Mr. ARMEY. Absolutely. Here we 
have two cases where studies have 
been done. It has been studied by uni
versity professors and by think tanks. 
How many of these studies have been 
considered? 

Mr. WALKER. The point I am driv
ing at here is that both of those stud
ies were done at taxpayer expense; is 
that right? 

Mr. ARMEY. That is right. 
Mr. WALKER. So it seems to me 

that what we have here is a bill that is 
being brought to the floor that is tell
ing this House that we ought to spend 
as much money as necessary to come 
to the conclusion that the Members 
who are sponsoring this legislation 
want us to come to. It is not a question 
of whether or not it has been studied. 

It has been studied, and we have 
gotten conclusions reached at taxpay
er expense, but what these Members 
are saying is: "We don't like the con
clusions, so, therefore, it becomes im-

portant for us to have another study." 
So it seems to me that even in a time 
of multibillion-dollar deficits, what we 
have is a House of Representatives 
that is saying, "Well, we don't like the 
outcomes of those other studies, de
spite the fact they have been done by 
the Office of Personnel Management 
and despite the fact they have been 
done by the Civil Rights Commission. 
We simply don't like the conclusions, 
so we are going to continue to spend 
the taxpayers' money until we get con
clusions that we want." 
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Mr. ARMEY. As a matter of fact, 
the conclusion the gentleman has just 
come to is not too farfetched if we 
look within the bill and take a look at 
the mandated commission within the 
bill, the mandated requirements for 
Members to be on the commission, 11 
commissioners. It is absolutely impera
tive by the language within the bill 
that 6 of the 11 commissioners will 
have to be people who have already 
been on record as being proponents of 
comparable worth. It is quite likely 
that what they are looking for then is 
a study that might generate their con
clusion that it is a desirable alterna
tive. 

Mr. WALKER. Well, if I understand 
the gentleman, then what we have got 
happening here is we have an impar
tial study done by the Office of Per
sonnel Management. You have got an 
impartial study done by the very dis
tinguished Civil Rights Commission, a 
commission that we have often re
ferred to on this House floor over a 
period of years as being the ultimate 
arbiter of what is needed to be done in 
civil rights. You have got those two 
studies already in hand, paid for by 
the taxpayers. 

Now we have this study that is also 
going to be paid for by the taxpayers 
if we pass this legislation where they 
are driving the conclusion with the bill 
they are writing. 

In other words, it is not really a 
study. It is really an outcome that is 
predetermined by the legislation that 
we pass here so that they can trump 
the two studies that were done by im
partial panels. Is that what I hear the 
gentleman saying? 

Mr. ARMEY. Well, that is a conclu
sion that I think is not at all illogical, 
given the facts as I have seen them. 

Again, there is a missing link. I have 
no information by which I could argue 
against the gentleman's conclusion be
cause I have not seen the committee's 
report. I have no idea what the com
mittee did examine by way of informa
tion before coming to the decision to 
vote this bill out and on to the floor. 

Mr. WALKER. Well, now, wait a 
minute. We have to have that report 
before we are going to consider the 
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bill. Does the gentleman mean we do 
not have a report from the committee? 

Mr. ARMEY. No. 
Mr. WALKER. Even though the bill 

has been scheduled on the calendar? 
Mr. ARMEY. No, because the chair

woman of the committee asked for and 
received a rule from the Rules Com
mittee today that waives that require
ment. 

Mr. WALKER. That waives the 
rules of the House? 

Mr. ARMEY. Yes. 
Mr. WALKER. Well, the rules of the 

House are very, very clear. We are sup
pose to have a report 3 days before we 
consider the legislation. 

Is the gentleman saying that the 
committee did not prepare that report 
so that we would have it to look at? 

Mr. ARMEY. Well, the committee 
making the request for the rule obvi
ously felt there was no need for the 
Members of the House to see the 
report that they made and apparently 
the Rules Committee agreed with 
them that we could go ahead with this 
legislation, whether the rest of us here 
in the House saw their report or not. 

Again, I have so many questions that 
I would like to have answered regard
ing even the proceedings of the sub
committee. 

Mr. WALKER. Well, does the gen
tleman suspect, as I do, that there 
might be things done in that report 
that they just as soon the Members of 
Congress not see? 

Mr. ARMEY. Well, the gentleman 
from Texas recognizes that when the 
Great Northern goes by at 70 miles an 
hour it is pretty hard to see every di
mension of that train that is sweeping 
on by. If you cannot slow down the 
train so the passengers can get on and 
take a look at what you are running, it 
is pretty easy to come to the conclu
sion that perhaps whoever is running 
the train does not want to look at it 
very carefully. 

Mr. WALKER. Well, let us under
stand now that we have a bill being 
brought before us that is an attempt 
to spend taxpayers' money to trump 
two studies already done at taxpayers' 
expense. It is being brought to us 
under a rule that waives the rules of 
the House with regard to the 3-day 
rule so that the Members will not have 
adequate time in order to study the 
committee report and that it is a bill 
being brought to us under circum
stances then that are less than desira
ble, just before the House is due to go 
on recess, so that the pressure will be 
not to even examine it very carefully 
with the amendment process. 

This gentleman begins to suspect 
that there is more to this than meets 
the eye. The gentleman from Texas 
has been most articulate in presenting 
to the House I think reasons for rais
ing questions about comparable worth. 

I will tell the gentleman that the 
comparable worth bill flew through 

. 

here in the last Congress just like the 
speeding train to which he referred. I 
think the bill was more than 400 to 6. 

I would tell the gentleman that I 
was one of those who made a mistake 
and voted yes when that train was 
coming through the last time. 

In large part, I think the gentleman 
has helped define some of the issues 
for us and he is to be congratulated 
for that. 

I must say, I am shocked beyond 
belief at the kind of process that is 
being used in order to deny this House 
an opportunity to fully study this 
issue before we get sucked into the 
process once again. 

I want to thank the gentleman for 
taking this special order. He has done 
a tremendous job in terms of outlining 
the issue. 

I think this body should understand 
that the proponents of this bill simply 
cannot allow their concept to stand 
the scrutiny of any particular body. 
When the Civil Rights Commission 
looks at it, when the Office of Person
nel looks at the concept, they find out 
it is pretty bad, so they write reports 
saying that we have to come back with 
another report that we have to waive 
the rules of the House to consider it 
on the House floor. I find it disgusting, 
and I thank the gentleman for yield
ing. 

Mr. ARMEY. Well, I thank the gen
tleman for his comments. I certainly 
would not disagree with them. 

Understandably, each and every 
Member of the House moves forward 
with their programs, with their initia
tives, with the greatest amount of con
viction and oftentimes courage, but it 
is the tradition of this House that we 
always give everything very careful 
and close scrutiny. That indeed is 
what I am working for here is to sug
gest to the Members of the House that 
we ought to hold up on this, study it, 
get the report of the committee and 
perhaps even see what these other 
commissions have studied. 

Mr. KINDNESS. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. ARMEY. Yes. 
Mr. KINDNESS. Would the gentle

man be able to tell me what the ra
tionale is for the appointment of a 
commission to contract to have a 
study done, a commission that does 
not exist today, other than what has 
been discussed here, that is, creating a 
commission that is aimed toward a 
particular result, I suppose. At least 
that has been inferred. If the Con
gress or a committee of it does not 
trust a study that has been done by an 
existing commission or contracted to 
be done for an existing commission for 
two or three or however many of the 
years may have been done, the Con
gress could contract for its own study, 
could it not? 

Mr. ARMEY. Yes, it could. I think 
committees could do so. We could do 
so I am sure in other ways. 

The gentleman raises an interesting 
question, why commission a study? I 
do not know why that is necessary. I 
can think of a couple reasons that we 
may want a bipartisan commission and 
on the surface this looks like it could 
be that. 

We may want a commission that is 
composed of a definitive balance of 
the membership that are comparative 
worth advocates. 

On careful examination, it is almost 
impossible to come to any conclusion 
that this commission would be any
thing other than that, so it is possible 
that we might suggest that the fran
chising of a commission is an effort to 
shroud a little smoke around the 
whole venture. 

We have to remember that in Wash
ington State a commission was author
ized by the State legislature. It carrier 
out the study. It reported back the 
study. The State legislature accepted 
the study. Then an interest group, a 
collected body of workers, filed a class 
action suit against the State of Wash
ington and got into a case under the 
jurisdiction of District Judge Tanner 
where the plaintiffs made their case 
and the State's 11 witnesses were dis
allowed from testifying and indeed the 
implementation of comparable worth 
was compelled onto the State of Wash
ington by the district judge, on the ar
gument that the authorization of the 
study and the acceptance of it was an 
admission of guilt. 

It is conceivable to think in terms of 
somebody understanding this process 
well enough to realize that if we could 
get this House to commission a study 
and move fast before, by the way, the 
appellate court looks at that Washing
ton case during the month of August, 
that we might be able to drop the Fed
eral Government into that same tar 
pit that the State of Washington now 
finds itself. That is a possible explana
tion for why we need the commission 
study and need the bill passed before 
the month of August. 

Mr. KINDNESS. Is the gentleman 
aware of any costs being associated 
with the appointment of a commis
sion, other than the contract cost for 
the study to be done? 

Mr. ARMEY. Well, again this is 
something I pored over in the bill and 
I did not find very clearly stipulated. 
It is language that runs in the basic 
genre of "such sums as are needed" 
kind of language, so the cost of the 
study is not clearly specified nor limit
ed in the bill, or the resolution, as I 
read it. 
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Mr. KINDNESS. But it is specified, 
is it not, that there would be one con-
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tract for one entity to do the study. Is 
that correct? 

Mr. ARMEY. The commission is au
thorized to hire up to 5 expert wit
nesses. 

Mr. KINDNESS. But they would 
function together to perform this 
study, is that correct? 

Mr. ARMEY. That is not clear to 
me, and again, ha•.;ing no information 
on the manner in which these issues 
may or may not have been discussed 
within the committee, I have very . 
little information by which to respond 
to the gentleman's question. 

Mr. KINDNESS. Well, you are going 
to be considering this on Thursday, 
are you not, and so am I. We should 
know, should we not? 

Mr. ARMEY. Absolutely. There is 
no question about it. 

We have an hour for debate and 
time to discuss such amendments as 
one ruled germane. 

Mr. KINDNESS. I want to express 
my thanks and appreciation for the 
work the gentleman has done, if he 
will yield for just one moment further, 
in bringing these questions to light. 
Frankly, I do not feel very satisfied 
with the preparation that may be 
made by any of the Members of the 
House of Representatives between the 
time the measure came out of the 
committee and the time it is to be de
bated on the House floor with such a 
fuzzy picture presented on some 
pretty basic questions. So I appreciate 
the gentleman's work in bringing 
these questions forward, and for 
taking this special order to emphasize 
them to the Members. 

I appreciate the gentleman yielding 
and thank him. 

Mr. ARMEY. I thank the gentleman 
and I appreciate his comments. 

I hope it is fair to characterize the 
gentleman's comments as· that you feel 
perhaps a little befuddled or perhaps 
overwhelmed. Let me remind you that 
I have a Ph.D. in economics, and I 
have studied the concept and the vari
ous notions and applications and argu
ments for comparable worth for sever
al years. And it falls exactly into my 
research area that I had at the univer
sity for 20 years. The dirth of informa
tion about this particular resolution, 
these particular hearings, these par
ticular amendments that move so fast 
has me, even with all of the substan
tial background that I have, and pro
fessional training that I have, feeling 
somewhat befuddled. So the gentle
man should not feel that the fault, or 
the confusion, or the reason for the 
confusion lies within himself. It lies in 
the very fundamental thing that this 
House is being asked to make a deci
sion that is basic to the nature and 
structure of the American economy 
and we do not have the information to 
make the decision. That is critical. 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. ARMEY. I yield to the gentle
man from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, has the 
gentleman ever been told when we are 
going to get this report? 

Mr. ARMEY. No; I am sorry, I have 
not been. 

Mr. WALKER. Do you think from 
what you hear that we might have it 
available by the time we consider the 
bill? 

Mr. ARMEY. It is altogether possi
ble, and I do not anticipate having the 
report of the committee before we 
look at the bill on the floor. But again, 
we are not talking here about a very 
simple, easy, cut-and-dried issue. We 
are talking about an issue that people 
wrote Ph.D. dissertations on. 

Mr. WALKER. The gentleman him
self, who is a Ph.D., might have some 
ability to understand the language of 
the report if we had a report in front 
of us. But if I understand the gentle
man, we may not ever get a report be
cause we are waiving the requirements 
to have the report here. 

Mr. ARMEY. Certainly. And I would 
have the ability to understand the 
report if I could have the report, as I 
did finally when I got the report, by 
the way. By the way, it is not an easy 
thing to get your hands on the report 
that was done by the U.S. Office of 
Personnel Management with the new 
Director or Acting Director that we 
have there. This report is not emerg
ing in full view of everybody. 

But even then we were only made 
aware of the existence of this report 
by the Washington Times last week. 

Mr. WALKER. When did the com
mittee, if I can ask the gentleman, 
when did the committee complete its 
deliberations on this bill? 

Mr. ARMEY. I believe the full com
mittee completed its deliberations, 
which were very accelerated, on per
haps Thursday or Friday of last week. 

Mr. WALKER. Thursday or Friday 
of last week. So normally around here 
if you have a weekend like that, the 
committee goes ahead and prepares its 
report. By early in the week, we have a 
report available to us. 

I mean, that is done all of the time. 
As a matter of fact, we have had in
stances where conference committees 
have finished the night before and we 
have had a conference report on the 
floor by the next day. 

So this is not taking place here. We 
have got them hiding the report; is 
that what is going on? 

Mr. ARMEY. With all due respect, I 
think we want to be fair here because 
the sponsor of the bill, the subcommit
tee chairwoman I am sure, did not, if 
my understanding is correct, did not 
anticipate that the House would have 
a need for this report, because it was 
their anticipation that they would 
have this bill on the Suspension Cal
endar for today. So I am sure they felt 
there would be no need to get this in-

formation out to us, since I am confi
dent that their original plan was to 
have this moved very quickly on the 
suspension calendar where we would 
not stop and ask questions. 

Mr. WALKER. I think the gentle
man raises a point, however. The 
schedule was announced last Friday 
and the bill was announced last Friday 
on the schedule as being a bill that 
was not going to be on the suspension 
calendar, but was going to be on the 
regular calendar, subject to a rule 
being granted. That is the way in 
which I got the calendar last week. 

So having known that, it seems to 
me that under the normal process 
around here what you would have 
done is have the committee staff work 
this weekend getting the report ready, 
getting the report printed, and having 
it available to the Members at least by 
today when we went to the Rules 
Committee to ask for a rule. I mean, 
that is the way the normal process 
works. If they are not working under 
that process, then I have to believe 
that there is some attempt to try to 
hide from the House the information 
that is in that report, so that people 
like the gentlemen that might have 
some ability to understand what it is 
they are saying, cannot, in fact, have a 
chance to read through it thoroughly. 

Mr. ARMEY. I believe there would 
be some reality base for such a conclu
sion, and I certainly have no informa
tion by which to take exception to the 
suggestion the gentleman has made. 

Mr. WALKER. The Rules Commit
tee was not worried about that today? 

Mr. ARMEY. The motion was made 
and voted on, and the majority of the 
Members of the Rules Committee ob
viously had no concern because they 
voted to go ahead and waive the 3-day 
rule. 

Mr. WALKER. That is a problem we 
have around here too many times 
when the people who run this place 
and are concerned with scheduling, 
and concerned about rules, could care 
less about the rules of the House. 

I thank the gentleman. 
Mr. SWINDALL. Mr. Speaker, will 

the gentleman yield? 
Mr. ARMEY. I yield to the gentle

man from Georgia. 
Mr. SWINDALL. Mr. Speaker, first 

of all, I want to commend the gentle
man for his appearance and testimony 
before the Rules Committee. I had the 
good fortune of hearing the gentle
man's testimony. 

While I was there, though, I was 
puzzled by part of the bill I saw, and 
that is specifically in section 7, para
graph 3 of the bill, there is a restric
tion on what this commission, once 
formed, can and cannot do. Specifical
ly, if I remember the language correct
ly, the commission is prohibited from 
reducing salaries. Am I correct in 
that? 
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Mr. ARMEY. It can never reduce 

the salary, correct, or recommend the 
reduction of a salary. 

Mr. SWINDALL. Is that not kind of 
loading the deck on the front end? In 
other words, we asked for a commis
sion to bring back a disinterested, ob
jective report, and yet at the front 
end, there is a restriction that requires 
something irrespective of the conclu
sions that this commission may draw. 

Mr. ARMEY. And if you are an 
economist, and you are aware of the 
possibilities of the cost-push inflation, 
and especially the relationship of that 
through Government expenditures, a 
red flag immediately goes up that 
there could be a detrimental impact on 
the American economy from such a 
provision that allows Government em
ployees to have only pay increases. 

Mr. SWINDALL. If the gentleman 
will yield further, that is the kind of 
thing that concerns me. That type of 
language, I would dare say, most folks 
are not even aware is in the bill. I for 
one did not know it, but for the fact 
that I accompanied the gentleman to 
the Rules Committee, and for the first 
time saw a copy of the bill as pro
posed, and that jumped out at me 
simply because it does seem to appear 
that they are really not asking this 
commission to go out and come out 
with a disinterested, objective conclu
sion when you ask on the front end 
that certain things be restricted. 

Mr. ARMEY. I could not agree with 
you more. I have personally felt the 
handicap of the lack of information. I 
have pored over this resolution, word 
for word, and I have looked at it from 
every possible way trying to see any
thing such as you have mentioned. I 
feel rather inadequate. I have only 
been able to come up with 14 amend
ments. I wonder if I had full informa
tion such as the committee report per
haps if I might be able to make even 
more improvements in the legislation. 

Mr. SWINDALL. One other quick 
point that I wanted to raise, and that 
is under the rule there will be some 
issue as to the germaneness of a 
number of the issues, I would assume, 
that the gentleman intends to intro
duce. And unless you get a specific 
waiver in advance from the Rules 
Committee, which must be voted on by 
the Rules Committee, you may well be 
hampered when you come to the floor, 
even under an open rule, in terms of 
offering a number of the 14 amend
ments that you have already drafted. 
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The rule does have a germaneness 

requirement. Of course, any amend
ment we offer we also have to consider 
may be potentially ruled out of order. 
Again even trying to determine the 
germaneness of a suggestion I might 
have could be facilitated if indeed we 
had the report of the committee to 
check the considerations that were 

given in committee proceedings on 
this. 

Mr. SWINDALL. I thank the gentle
man. 

Mr. ARMEY. It is a pleasure to yield 
to my good friend from Texas. 

Mr. BARTON of Texas. I want to 
thank my distinguished colleague 
neighbor in Texas for hosting this spe
cial order. I was back in the cloakroom 
and heard what Congressman SWIN
DALL was talking about and I assure 
you I plan to offer the amendment to
morrow or Wednesday or whenever 
the bill comes up for consideration, to 
delete section 7, paragraph 3, which 
prohibits the commission from doing 
anything that would require a de
crease in pay or decrease in grade in 
this study. If you are going to have a 
study and try to come up with some 
sort of a pay equity or comparable 
worth or whatever terminology you 
wish to use, if you really are trying to 
do if properly, obviously there are 
going to have to be adjustments made, 
and some of those adjustments would 
be downward as well as upward. So 
when you go in and load the deck that 
the only changes that could be made 
are up, you are not really being above
board, scientifically accurate or any
thing like that. I want to assure the 
gentleman I do plan to offer that 
amendment. I cannot imagine it would 
not be ruled germane, since it is an 
amendment to strike something from 
the bill. I believe that is about as ger
mane as you can get. 

I am going to work hard to make 
sure the amendment does pass. 

Mr. ARMEY. I thank the gentleman 
from Texas and appreciate your per
ceptiveness in spotting that and get
ting right to it. Let me again thank all 
you gentlemen for helping to clarify 
these issues. Let me address some of 
the things I am concerned about. 

I want, in fact I demand and I re
quire for people that are so close to 
me and for whom I have so much love 
as my own wife and daughter, that we 
have equal employment opportunity 
and equal pay for equal work. 

If there is anybody in this country 
today that is not receiving that, that is 
having the right abused, then I think 
it is incumbent upon the Federal Gov
ernment and its agencies to enforce 
that law and if indeed there is a fail
ure of the agencies of this Govern
ment to enforce that law, then that is 
where we should direct our energies. 

My concern is that the Federal Gov
ernment has limited resources. That is 
not a point always recognized around 
here, but nevertheless it is one that is 
true. If indeed we dissipate our re
sources in extending the scope of the 
law in an ambiguous and in an ill-de
fined and a controversial manner, will 
we not risk taking all of that Federal 
energy and all of that ability and all 
that authority that we could use to 
guarantee the right for equal pay for 

equal work and equal employment op
portunity, could we not lose that 
trying to do what is impossible to do 
when we failed to do what it is impera
tive that we do? It is the working men 
and women of America and their 
rights, fundamental, guaranteed rights 
that were worked for so hard by so 
many that are in jeopardy by a contin
ued pursuit of this initiative. 

I will give you an example: In the 
State of Illinois, where they have tried 
this concept, it was determined that 
the nursing profession that was over 
70 percent staffed by women was suf
fering from discrimination in compari
son with the profession of prison 
guard, which was over 70 percent 
staffed by men. 

And even though the prison guards' 
union had negotiated them a raise in 
pay for the following year, through 
the intervention of the equal pay, or 
the comparable worth act in that 
State, those guards lost their wage in
crease and their wages were frozen 
while the wages of the nurses were 
being raised. Now the people that suf
fered the most were the women 
guards, those women who had broken 
with tradition and found in the pur
suit of higher wages a nontraditional 
female occupation, in response to the 
promise of all that legislation earlier 
passed. 

I yield to the gentleman from Penn
sylvania. 

Mr. WALKER. Is the gentleman 
saying that in this case the collective 
bargaining process was broken by the 
comparable worth concept? 

Mr. ARMEY. Again, this is another 
one of the questions we are addressing 
here. Apparently the whole process of 
collective bargaining can be in jeop
ardy here at least insofar as Federal 
contracts direct are concerned-Feder
al employees direct are concerned. But 
then who knows where it may go from 
there? 

Mr. WALKER. Let me understand. 
In other words, a union can go out and 
negotiate with their employer, come to 
some agreement within the collective 
bargaining process that has served 
this Nation pretty well over a period 
of time, with some problems but nev
ertheless served the Nation pretty 
well, then go out and negotiate, and 
then some paper-pushing bureaucrat 
from the Government can come along 
and simply negate the collective bar
gaining process using comparable 
worth as the hook on which to in
terfer? 

Mr. ARMEY. Absolutely. I mean, 
again we know that this problem has 
prevailed in areas where they have 
tried it in the past. We do not know 
for sure what will happen with this be
cause we do not have any information 
to make a decision or to make an ex
amination. 

.. 
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Mr. WALKER. Well, is there a pro

tection in the bill? 
Mr. ARMEY. None whatsoever. 
Mr. WALKER. There is no protec

tion in the bill that we are going to 
have to protect the collective bargain
ing process against this kind of situa
tion? 

Mr. ARMEY. No. 
Mr. WALKER. Let me make my 

point. I will tell the gentleman I am 
going to offer that amendment. I will 
get that amemdment drafted and I 
will get that amendment passed be
cause we are going to make doggoned 
certain that the collective bargaining 
process is protected under this thing. 
That is an atrocity that you are going 
to have a bunch of bureaucrats sitting 
around in Washington, DC, taking a 
look at contracts negotiated in good 
faith between employers and employ
ees and then some bureaucrat is going 
to come along and say, "Oh, no, baby, 
you are not going to be able to do that, 
because we are beaking that contract 
before you even get a chance to have 
it go into effect." There are a lot of 
people with a lot of hopes riding on 
that contract they negotiate in good 
faith and there is no way that some 
idiot here in Government sitting back 
with his comparable worth paper 
ought to be able to break that. And I 
think that is an amendment that is 
needed. 

Mr. ARMEY. I applaud the gentle
man for his commitment and his con
viction. I can only say please do offer 
the amendment. If, indeed, it is not 
ruled nongermane you may, in that 
case, have a chance to protect these 
people who have chosen this bargain
ing process and their right to continue 
with that process. 

Mt. WALKER. The gentleman 
thinks if I would offer an amendment 
that would attempt to protect the col
lective bargaining process against in
terference by the comparable worth 
advocates, that they would rule that 
nongermane? 

Mr. ARMEY. Of course I could not 
begin to speculate on what would be 
the decision of either the Parliamen
tarian or the Rules Committee. But it 
is possible, in my estimation it is possi
ble, even probable, that your amend
ment could be ruled nongermane if 
you were to offer it. Now-- again that is 
my judgment. 

Mr. WALKER. We are going to try 
very hard to come up with a germane 
amendment in that case, because if 
the gentleman is correct that we al
ready have examples where the collec
tive bargaining process was broken by 
the comparable worth concept, and if 
in fact we are creating a study here 
that could lead to further interference 
with the collective bargaining process, 
we had better stem that flood right 
away and we had better make dog
goned certain from the outset that 
you do not get that kind of interfer-

ence. You know, it is my understand
ing that a bunch of the union bosses 
around this town are supporting this 
bill. I cannot understand, with their 
support, that they have not at least 
gotten the workers out across the 
country who are tied to those collec
tive bargaining processes, some protec
tion. In other words, what did they get 
for their support if they cannot even 
protect their workers against the in
terference of a bunch of Government 
bureaucrats? 
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Mr. ARMEY. Do you not suppose it 

is altogether possible: First, that 
either the train left the station so fast 
they did not know what the cargo 
being carried was; or second, since 
indeed some of these people, perhaps 
some of the people here in town that 
would be quickest to spot these prob
lems are some of the people who 
would be on the commission? 

Mr. WALKER. They probably have 
not seen the report, either. 

Mr. ARMEY. Well, again, I do not 
think that it is hard for me to under
stand who has got what information. 
All I know is that I have got very little 
information. 

Mr. WALKER. I thank the gentle
man. 

Mr. ARMEY. And I am making a de
cision on Thursday that is going to 
affect the fundamental structure of 
employment practices of this country 
whether it be in the free market with
out unionization, or in the market 
where we have collective bargaining, 
any market system by which we tradi
tionally negotiate wages either individ
ually or collectively, is in jeopardy by 
this Act. 

Mr. WALKER. I bet there are a lot 
of union workers around the country 
that have not been told by their union 
that a bill is being endorsed that has 
the potential of breaking the union 
contracts that have been signed in 
plant after plant after plant across the 
country, where people may have 
walked a picket line in order to get a 
contract signed, and then you can 
have the Government bureaucrat step 
in and say, "Forget it guy, that con
tract is not valid because it does not 
meet our comparable worth criteria." 

I will bet you that blue-collar work
ers and white-collar workers around 
the counry have no idea that the bill 
that we are about to consider on this 
floor jeopardizes that process and I 
think that they would be appalled to 
find out that it does. 

Mr. ARMEY. The gentleman, by the 
way, has given a graphic illustration of 
exactly the kind of class conflict that 
the Office of Personnel Management 
suggests may happen with respect to 
blue collar and white collar, because 
the evaluation procedures that we 
have seen so far in efforts to test this 
idea have demonstrated a clear bias in 

favor of white-collar workers and the 
credentialism. 

That is to say, if indeed you have a 
college degree, you get more points 
than you would get if you had served 
an apprenticeship as a tool and die 
maker. You may be a very skillful ma
chinist who can cut an important piece 
of equipment down to the one one
thousandths of an inch and never 
make an error, that all the years of 
skill and training that went into that 
get very little consideration in this 
process that puts so much emphasis 
on the kind of credentialism that goes 
along with such things as college de
grees and so forth. 

Mr. WALKER. I know the gentle
man from Ohio [Mr. KINDNESS] is 
waiting, but let me just say to the gen
tleman: That is the problem. The 
paper-pushing bureaucrats who make 
these evaluations are white-collar 
workers themselves, and they tend to 
see things from their own standpoint 
rather than from the standpoint of 
the guy who works and sweats for a 
living in a factory somewhere or in a 
machine shop or in a foundry and so 
on; many of the people who are going 
to make the decisions have never been 
in a foundry, and have never been in a 
casting mill, or have never done any of 
that and have no idea what that job is 
all about and have no idea of the 
amount of training that might go into 
those kinds of positions and so they 
are making decisions based upon a 
lack of experience. 

So sure, they end up ruling for the 
kind of thing that they know, and not 
the kind of thing that they do not 
know. 

I thank the gentleman. 
Mr. ARMEY. The gentleman is abso

lutely right. 
Let me yield to the gentleman from 

Ohio. 
Mr. KINDNESS. I thank the gentle

man for yielding. I realize his time is 
limited at this point, but I may have 
missed something, and I want to be 
sure that I understand how this legis
lation could have an effect in the pri
vate sector. 

I had not realized that it had the po
tential for being a union-busting bill 
until this discussion was being carried 
forward. 

How would the bill affect these rela
tionships of employer and employee in 
the private sector? 

Mr. ARMEY. First of all, by the ex
tension of the market. You know, the 
market is going to be there whether 
we try to overrrule it or not, in the 
first instance, even if it is confined to 
Federal employees. 

We have to understand that the 
Federal Government competes in the 
same labor market for the same 
people, the same skills, as General 
Motors or anyone else. So by exten
sion, the Federal Government being as 
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it is such an enormous employer, hires 
a large share of the market for any 
labor category out there, and any 
wage determination they make is 
going to affect that market. 

Second, as we know, and it is tradi
tion in this country that every, as it 
were bad practice that the business 
community obtains is one they learned 
from the Government; whether it be 
cost-plus pricing or any number of bad 
practices. 

The Government first takes a bad 
idea, or one that is counterproductive; 
innovates it, and then in effect 
projects that idea, either by way of 
gentle persuasion or sometimes by 
gentle fiat. 

We have to understand there are at 
least two references to civil rights leg
islation in H.R. 3008. Civil rights legis
lation is not directed at public employ
ees alone, but affects public and pri
vate employees. The passage of this 
may very well be construed, then, as 
an extension of existing civil rights 
legislation, a new concept of imple
mentation for existing civil rights leg
islation; I dare say it has even been 
suggested to be that in some of the 
discussions I have heard on the floor. 

And if that be the case, then we are 
all going to be stuck on the same stick, 
whether public or private. 

Mr. KINDNESS. Would the gentle
man yield further. Would he care to 
explain the possibility or potential for 
involvement of the employees of Gov
ernment contractors as an essential 
fallout of this legislation and whether 
perhaps the Davis-Bacon Act, which 
requires prevailing minimum wage 
being applied in Government con
tracts came into play directly, too? 

Mr. ARMEY. The gentleman has 
gotten into a real circular area here; in 
this case of the Government setting 
the wage and then the Davis-Bacon 
Act requires prevailing wage, which is 
generally understood to be a union-ne
gotiated wage, but if the union-negoti
ated wage is overridden by the compa
rable worth wage, it is difficult to see 
how anybody is going to come up with 
any wage except, I can almost predict, 
the blue collar worker is going to get a 
lower wage or a frozen wage, while 
some white collar worker gets some 
benefits. 

SCHOOL PRAYER AMENDMENT 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 

a previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from Texas [Mr. BARTON] is 
recognized for 60 minutes. 

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Speak
er, earlier this evening we heard from 
our colleagues about the anniversary 
of a very important agreement that is 
supposed to uphold the basic human 
rights. I refer to the Helsinki agree
ments that were signed 10 years ago 
today. 

Of course, it has been made 'clear 
earlier this evening, the Communist 
countries of Eastern Europe, led and 
forced by the Soviet Union, have cyni
cally and blatantly violated the basic 
rights of free speech, free press, and 
the free exercise of religion. For this 
we rightly condemn them. 

The rights of the majority have 
been taken away by a tiny, ideological 
minority that is backed by the terrify
ing power of the state; the historic tra
ditions and practices of nations and 
peoples have been declared null and 
void by the fiat of a dictatorial body. 

This came home to me, Mr. Speaker, 
in a very personal way 3 years ago 
when I had the privilege to serve as a 
White House fellow for President 
Reagan. As part of that experience, 
myself and the other 13 White House 
fellows took a tour of the NATO coun
tries in Western Europe. 

Part of that tour was a stopover in 
West Berlin where we were able to 
view the Berlin wall "up close and per
sonal'' as they say on television, and 
we had a breakfast at a newspaper 
office that is built right on the wall; 
the newspaper building itself is a 13-
story building. At the top of that 
building is a room with plate glass win
dows where you can look out; and the 
building is within 100 feet of the 
Berlin wall. 

We went up, before the breakfast, 
and we were able to look out; you 
could look over to the right and there 
was East Germany, East Berlin, and 
people were standing in lines; every
body was dressed in gray; there did not 
appear to be much friendliness, we did 
not see too many people smiling. 

We looked to the left and could see 
the people of West Berlin, and they 
were driving many makes and models 
of automobiles, modern clothes, and a 
lot of laughing and it just really 
brought home to me the difference be
tween living in a free society and the 
difference in living in a controlled soci
ety. 

At the end of the breakfast, our 
West German host said, "You Ameri
cans are always complaining about us 
here in Europe, that we don't take our 
freedom seriously; that we don't back 
you up." He said, "You don't have to 
worry about us, because every day we 
live with the fear and the threat the 
Soviet Union is going to come across 
that wall, or East Germany is going to 
come across that wall." 

0 2110 
Well, we are involved in a situation 

here in our own country that I think 
potentially could lead to the sort of 
situation that we have behind the Iron 
Curtain. We are here tonight to dis
cuss a blatant violation of one of our 
basic rights, and that is the right of 
free speech and free exercise of reli
gion. And keep in mind that in a to
talitarian society, as controlled by 

communism, there is no such thing as 
religion, there is no such thing as free 
speech and the exercise of religion. 

We, on the other hand, in this coun
try have always had a history of allow
ing free speech, free exercise of reli
gion. Our country was founded on that 
tradition. But we have gotten to the 
situation where, because of some very 
restrictive court rulings, the first one 
beginning in 1962, where our Supreme 
Court ruled unconstitutional the right 
of our school children to pray in the 
public schools, that one of these basic 
tenets of our free society has been 
taken away from us because a very 
tiny minority of our population is op
posed to the free exercise of prayer in 
the public schools. When I say a tiny 
minority, I would like to point out 
that many national polls, the latest 
one conducted last September, show 
that the American people favor by an 
over SO-percent margin the ability of 
our schoolchildren, if they wish volun
tarily, to pray in public schools. 

In my own district, a recent poll that 
I conducted back in the spring, shows 
that 68 percent of my district, the 
Sixth District of Texas, favors vocal 
voluntary prayer in the public school 
system. 

Because the American people have 
traditionally allowed and encouraged 
the free exercise of religion and the 
free exercise of speech, which included 
the ability to voluntarily pray in the 
public schools, and because some of 
our court cases have restricted that 
right, many of my colleagues in this 
Congress and in previous Congresses 
have begun to try to reconstruct, to 
resurrect that basic American right. 
So far we have not been successful. 
My colleague from Ohio, the Honora
ble ToM KINDNESS, has got a constitu
tional amendment that is supported 
by the Reagan administration that 
would allow this basic right to once 
again be exercised in public schools. I 
would like to read Congressman KIND
NEss' amendment. Very briefly, it 
states: 

Nothing in this Constitution shall be con
strued to prohibit individual or group 
prayer in public schools or other public in
stitutions. No person shall be required by 
the United States or by any State to partici
pate in prayer. Neither the United States 
nor any State shall compose the words of 
any prayer to be said in public schools. 

So this amendment does not estab
lish a state religion; this amendment 
does not require anyone to pray in 
school who does not wish to; this 
amendment does not allow the Federal 
Government or the State government 
or any government to determine what 
shall be said or how it shall be said or 
even whether anything shall be said. 
It strictly and simply states that noth
ing in the Constitution shall be con
strued to prohibit individual or group 
prayer in the public schools or other 
public institutions. 
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Now, many may ask: Why do we 

have to resort to a constitutional 
amendment to accomplish such a 
simple and obvious task that so many 
of our citizens in this country approve 
of? And, quite simply, we have to 
resort to such a situation because this 
tiny minority in our country that I 
spoke of earlier, through parliamenta
ry procedures and other artifacts, 
have been able to prevent the Con
gress and the legislative bodies from 
doing what needs to be done. So I 
think it is very important this evening 
as we debate the issue that we high
light some of the things that need to 
be highlighted. 

This is not something that has just 
come along. The Northwest Compact 
of 1789, which was legislated and ap
proved by our Founding Fathers, who 
also wrote our Constitution, very spe
cifically allows for religion in public 
schools that are created in the North
west Territories. 

Many of our Presidents down 
through the years, both Republican 
and Democratic, have encouraged 
prayer. I would like to quote from 
President John F. Kennedy, in his in
augural address of 1961. He said: 

I have sworn before you and Almighty 
God the same solemn oath our Forefathers 
prescribed nearly a century and three-quar
ters ago, and yet the same revolutionary be
liefs for which our Forebearers fought are 
still at issue around the globe, the belief 
that the rights of many come not from the 
generosity of the State, but from God. 

Last evening I had the honor and 
the privilege to host the second 
annual prayer vigil in our Nation's 
Capital. Last year Congressman 
DUNCAN HUNTER from the great State 
of California instigated this vigil, and 
we had decided that we are going to 
conduct a prayer vigil at least once a 
session in this body, in this building, 
until we are able to overturn the re
strictions that are on the ability to 
party in the public schools. And at this 
second annual prayer vigil last evening 
we had students from all over the 
United States. We had some students 
from the State of Alabama that had 
come, that had been prevented from 
praying in their schools on a voluntary 
basis, in spite of the fact that they got 
545 signatures out of a potential 549 
signatures in their school. This is in 
Leeds High School, in Leeds, AL. And 
because an attorney from the Ameri
can Civil Liberties Union threatened a 
lawsuit if they continued the volun
tary expressions of their faith, they 
were unable to do so. 

We had students from as close as 
McLean VA, right here near our Na
tion's Capital, who tried to put a 
poster up on the school wall, telling 
other students that they were having 
a prayer group at an individual's home 
in the evening, and they were prevent
ed from doing that, they were not ac
tually engaging in any kind of volun
tary prayer or religious ceremony or 

religious meeting in the confines of 
Langley High School, they were 
merely putting a little poster up tell
ing students where to come later in 
the evening if they wanted to partici
pate in a prayer group. They were pre
vented from doing this. 

These kinds of examples could go on 
and on. But the main point is that we 
have got to realize that if we are going 
to maintain our freedom, we need to 
maintain the basic freedoms, and one 
of the basics is freedom of religion, 
freedom of expression, and to do that 
I think that we are going to have to 
get this constitutional amendment 
before this body in public debate. And 
if we can do that, we will be able to 
pass it overwhelmingly. 

Now, some may ask: What is the 
problem? Why can we not debate the 
issue in the Halls of Congress? 

The reason is because in order to get 
the amendment out into the public 
debate we have to get it out of com
mittee, and for reasons that are un
known to myself we have not been 
able to do that. 

Mr. ROBINSON. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. ARMEY. I yield to my distin
guished colleague, the gentleman from 
Arkansas. 

Mr. ROBINSON. I thank my col
league from Texas for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, I want to commend the 
gentleman, also our fine colleague, Mr. 
KINDNESS, and Mr. SWINDALL and OUr 
other fine colleagues, for calling this 
special order tonight. 

You have put together a very fine 
factsheet, not only stating the legalis
tic arguments, but the commonsense 
approach and reference to why our 
children should be allowed to pray in 
school. 

I asked the gentleman to yield be
cause I would like to take part in the 
debate tonight and have my remarks 
directed toward what we can do. 
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Let me state at the outset that there 

are many on my side that want to vote 
for this amendment. However, we find 
ourselves in a position that we are 
being forced now to walk down to the 
well and sign a petition of discharge. I 
want you to know that I have signed 
that petition of discharge. It takes a 
little bit of courage to walk down and 
do that, because it tends to put one in 
disfavor with :rr,.any of the committee 
chairmen. But at this point in time, if 
you look at the history of this institu
tion, if you look at the history of our 
J.i,ederal judiciary, one has to draw the 
conclusion that the Judiciary Commit
tee and the Federal courts comple
ment each other. 

One could say well, why are we not 
down here introducing legislation 
under article 3, section 1, which gives 
us the power to determine what the 
Federal courts can review. That all 

sounds good, but the truth of the 
matter is when one introduces a bill 
that deals with the Federal judiciary, 
one immediately finds his bill going 
into the "Graveyard Committee;" the 
Judiciary Committee. I certainly am 
not casting any aspersions toward the 
Judiciary Committee. We have some 
liberal Democrats as well as liberal Re
publicans on that committee. I am not 
just necessarily picking on them to
night, but the truth of the matter is 
the liberals cause most of the bills to 
be bottled up and buried in that com
mittee. 

In my opinion, we have a responsibil
ity at this point in time to bring this 
on the floor for a vote, because if we 
do not, I think the people of this great 
country, and we are only a couple 
States short at this time of the needed 
number, to call a constitutional con
vention. Once that happens woe be 
unto the Judiciary Committee and to 
the Federal courts. I make mention of 
that because I do not think that is 
necessary. When it gets to that point, 
it is a clear indication that we are not 
doing our jobs. That is truly represent
ing the people of this country. 

Gentlemen, let me share with you, 
and I truly believe this in the bottom 
of my heart, the people are right more 
often than we politicians and Federal 
judges, and they are crying out. Our 
young people, as you mentioned, are 
crying out: "Let us pray in the 
schools." They are teaching us every
thing, basically, in school that we do 
not want to know anyway, about all 
the other secular problems. We want 
an opportunity to acknowledge that 
there is a God. We all grew up in 
schools in which we prayed. We even 
pledged allegiance to the flag. Our 
flag; our country. 

I want to close then allow any of my 
colleagues to ask me questions, by 
saying that I am proud tonight to be 
here. I know it is very seldom that we 
see someone on my side participate in 
a special order on that side, but I want 
to assure you, gentlemen, our party is 
made up of a lot of fine men and 
women, fine Christian men and 
women who want to do right. But they 
are a little bit concerned about what 
will happen to one if you step up and 
step out and you sign that petition. 

I want to assure my colleagues of 
one thing: Nothing is going to happen 
to us. The people of the Second Dis
trict of Arkansas elected me to repre
sent them. They did not elect the 
chairman of the Judiciary Committee, 
and he is a fine man; I do not have 
anything against him. I just do not 
agree with him politically; I do not 
agree with the way he runs his com
mittee. 

I want to say this, and I am directing 
my comments to my colleagues. The 
people of this country deserve the 
right to vote on this amendment. They 

I 
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can vote on the amendment through 
their Representatives. I want to en
courage all of my colleagues please 
sign the petition of discharge. I hate 
that we have to go to this length to 
bring this bill out, but the truth of the 
matter is we do. We are going to see 
more petitions of discharge until some 
on that committee wake up and realize 
there are some of us sick and tired of a 
Judiciary Committee only looking out 
for the minority viewpoint. That is 
what we are confronted with here 
today. 

The Supreme Court could care less 
about the majority of the people in 
this country and their viewpoints. 
They are more concerned about the 
minority. You brought up the ACLU. I 
had a strange letter from them and I 
am going to interject this. I made 
some reference back in my district, 
about homosexuals. I got this scathing 
letter from ACLU, the same ACLU 
that went to Skokie, IL, and defended 
the Nazis, chastising me for making 
reference to homosexuals. 

After I thought about it, I started to 
call up the director of the ACLU and 
remind her that I had first amend
ment rights, but gentlemen, we are 
wasting our time when we argue with 
people like that. It is sort of like some 
of our judges. I have watched some of 
them up here. They walk around with 
these very expensive, $150 U.S. Gov
ernment briefcases, and they have got 
four U.S. Government pens in their 
pockets, and they have got a big, fat 
paycheck for the rest of their life, no 
ma<.ter what they do. When they open 
up their briefcases, there is nothing in 
there but a ham sandwich. 

Those are the type of people that 
are telling us that we cannot pray to 
God. Gentlemen we need to demon
strate to the Supreme Court and the 
people of this land that we are a re
sponsible body, both on my side and 
on your side. I think it is time that we 
vote on school prayer. I will guarantee 
you, if we ever get that bill out of com
mittee or any other bill and it comes 
to the floor, it will be like the vote 
today to stop funding abortions in the 
District of Columbia; it is going to 
pass. 

I want to commend you. I think you 
are doing something that should have 
been done a long time ago. It is not in 
a partisan way. I want to commend 
the gentleman. All of my colleagues 
should read your factsheet. I never 
knew that an "Aggie" could put some
thing together as well prepared as 
this. You did a commendable job, and 
I want to thank you for allowing me 
once again to interrupt your special 
order. I, for one, have signed the peti
tion, as I have stated. I, for one, if the 
bill is brought to the floor of this 
House, will very vociferously help you 
in debating for approval of this 
amendment. 

Mr. BARTON of Texas. I want to 
commend the gentleman from Arkan
sas for participating in this special 
order and I want to assure the gentle
man that I have personally visited 
with many Members of your party, 
and this is a bipartisan effort. It has 
support on both sides of the aisle. I am 
very confident that before this legisla
tive session is over, we will have the 
218 signatures necessary to get the 
amendment discharged from the Judi
ciary Committee, and we will be able 
to debate it. I look forward to working 
with my distinguished colleague from 
Arkansas on the bill. I am sure that we 
will have much success. 

I yield to the gentleman from Penn
sylvania. 

Mr. WALKER. I thank the gentle
man for yielding. 

I thought it was significant that he 
started off his remarks referring to 
the Berlin Wall, because the oppo
nents of school prayer have also erect
ed a wall. It is called the wall of sepa
ration between church and state. 

They have said that we have a "con
stitutional" wall of separation in this 
country. Well, I have gone back to the 
Constitution on numerous occasions, 
and I have read the phrases in the 
Constitution that refer to religion in 
the first amendment. It says, and I 
have it right here in front of me, it 
says: 

"Congress shall make no law respect
ing an establishment of religion or 
prohibiting the free exercise thereof." 

Now, what the opponents of school 
prayer have done over the years is 
they have taken the first phrase there, 
"Congress shall make no law respect
ing an establishment of religion," and 
they have said that that erects a wall 
of separation. Now, the wall of separa
tion was in a letter that Jefferson 
wrote at one point in his career. He re
ferred to a wall of separation. They 
have taken that letter and transposed 
it into the Constitution, ignoring th~ 
second part of the first amendment 
with regard to a religion, where it 
says: ... • • or prohibiting the free ex
ercise thereof." The part of the 
amendment to which the gentleman 
from Texas referred. 

I think it is important to recognize 
that the opponents of school prayer 
want to ignore the fact that Congress 
is supposed to make no law prohibiting 
the free exercise of religion, and have 
concentrated purely on the clause 
with regard to establishment of reli
gion. And have said that the clause 
with regard to establishment is far 
more important than the free exercise. 
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I would contend that if you go back 

and look at the whole history of the 
Constitutional Convention, if you take 
a look at the entire pattern of the for
mulation of the Constitution and of 
the laws of the land early, you find 

out that the free exercise clause was, 
in fact, what our forefathers were at
tempting to put in place as a perma
nent part of the body, and that the es
tablishment clause was tied directly to 
the free exercise clause; that their ex
perience vlith the Church of England 
was such that they wanted to make 
certain that there was no doubt that 
there should not be a state religion 
that prohibited the free exercise of re
ligion. 

We have turned the whole thing on 
its ear in recent years in this country. 
We have had the establishment clause 
driving the free exercise clause and, in 
fact, driving it out of existence, be
cause with regard to public institu
tions and with regard to public bodies, 
we now have a situation where we are 
saying that the free exercise of reli
gion is to be prevented. 

Mr. BARTON of Texas. I would 
agree with the gentleman from Penn
sylvania and would think that if our 
Founding Fathers were here today, 
they would be appalled at the way the 
Constitution has been interpreted by 
the Supreme Court. As it is, I would 
assume that they are turning over in 
their graves because a nation that was 
founded on religious freedom, that our 
Founding Fathers, many of them, 
came to this country because they 
could not have religious freedom in 
Europe, and to realize that in our 
public schools today we cannot even 
recite nursery rhymes, and I have 
some examples that later in the 
evening I am going to recite that have 
been ruled as unconstitutional and as 
some sort of a prayer, they would be 
totally appalled, and I am so glad to 
have the support of the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania for this amend
ment and throughout this great coun
try, because as the gentleman from 
Arkansas stated, if we can get the 
amendment onto the floor of the 
House, it will pass because the people 
of this country so overwhelmingly sup
port it. 

Mr. WALKER. The gentleman is ab
solutely correct, and I thank him for 
taking this special order to help define 
the issue. 

Mr. BARTON of Texas. I would like 
to yield to my distinguished colleague, 
the gentleman from Georgia [Mr. 
SWINDALL]. 

Mr. SWINDALL. I thank the gentle
man for yielding, and I want to thank 
you for taking this special order be
cause I am one of those individuals 
who is on the Judiciary Committee. 
One of the reasons that I selected the 
Judiciary Committee as a choice 
among the various committees in this 
House was my concern about this spe
cific issue, as well as my concern about 
the abortion issue. Both of those, as 
the gentleman from Texas knows, 
presently are before our Judiciary 
Committee. 
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I came tonight to speak for the 

simple reason that I have yet to have 
the opportunity to address the bill of 
my colleague from Ohio in that Judici
ary Committee, so I come here tonight 
and I would like to just expound a 
little bit more on the point that the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania made 
with respect to understanding the first 
amendment, because unquestionably, 
if you look at the first amendment, 
and I found this in running for office 
as I would talk to individuals, there is 
a great deal of misunderstanding 
about what the first amendment says 
to begin with. As he pointed out, it 
says Congress shall make no law re
specting an establishment of religion. 

When I first read that in my consti
tutional law class a number of years 
ago, the first thing that I decided to 
do was to check to see what the word 
"establishment" meant. One of my 
habits is not to go to some great legal 
treaties but, rather, just to go to a 
common dictionary. I went then to the 
Webster Seventh New Collegiate Dic
tionary, last edited in 1970, and I 
found there under the word "estab
lishment" that the first definition was 
"something that has been estab
lished," and the second definition is, 
"established church." 

I did not know exactly what estab
lished church meant so I went and 
found right above it established 
church, and it says, "a church recog
nized by law as the official church of a 
nation and supported by civil author
ity." 

In that context, it became very obvi
ous what the drafters of the Bill of 
Rights intended. They did not want to 
see repeated in these new states the 
same problem that they had had in 
England where there was, in fact, an 
established church supported and fi
nanced by the state. But also they 
were concerned about the freedoms of 
religion and exercising it, and there is 
a world of difference between freedom 
of religion and toleration of religion. 
We did not want to be merely tolerant 
of other religions; we wanted individ
uals to be able to exercise their par
ticular religious beliefs and creeds 
without any restraint, and it was for 
that purpose that the first amend
ment was drafted. 

It was ratified in 1789, in September 
1789, in this Congress, and on the 
same day that it was ratified, interest
ingly enough, Congress also estab
lished a national day of prayer and 
fasting. I say that because another 
lesson I learned in law school was, if 
you want to find the intent of a bill, 
lest there be any ambiguity about the 
bill itself, look at the surrounding dis
cussion at the time the bill was passed. 

When the first amendment to the 
Constitution was passed, on the same 
day if they established a national day 
of prayer and fasting, very clearly it 
could not have been their intent for 

the first amendment to mean what the 
Supreme Court has now read into it. 

I would like to show you the absurdi
ty of the most recent Supreme Court 
decision by reading just the first page 
of Chief Justice Burger's dissent, be
cause I think he says it far more elo
quently than I could. There, and I am 
quoting, he says: 

Some who trouble to read the opinions in 
thiS case will find it ironic, perhaps even bi
zarre, that on the very day we heard argu
ments in this case the court session opened 
with an invocation for Divine protection. 

Across the park, just a few hundred yards 
away, the House of Representatives and the 
Senate regularly open each session with a 
prayer. These legislative powers are not just 
one minute in duration, but are extended 
thoughtful invocations and prayers for 
Divine guidance. They are given, as they 
have been given since 1789, by clergy ap
pointed as official chaplains and paid from 
the Treasury of the United States. 

Congress has also provided chapels in the 
Capitol at public expense where Members 
and others may pause for prayer and medi
tation, or a moment of silence. 

Inevitably, some way is bound to say that 
the court's holding today reflects a belief 
that the historic practice of the Congress 
and this court is justified because Members 
of the Judiciary and Congress are more in 
need of Divine guidance than our school
children. Still others will say that all this 
controversy is much ado about nothing, 
since no power on earth, including this 
court and Congress, can stop any teacher 
from opening the day of school with 
moment of silence for pupils to meditate, to 
plan their day, or to pray if they voluntarily 
elect to do so. 

The point I would like to make is, 
that is an argument that we hear quite 
frequently, but I would also like to 
remind individuals who make that ar
gument that that argument is equally 
applicable today in the Soviet Union, 
behind the Iron Curtain, where in fact 
you may pray wherever and whenever 
you want to, provided you do not let 
anybody know about it. 

That is precisely the problem that 
we are trying to deal with here to
night, and that is, America was found
ed on the precept that you do not 
have to do these types of things in 
secret. 

One of the points that I would also 
like to make is that there is a great 
deal of lack of understanding about 
what we mean when we use the term 
"prayer in school." Are you for prayer 
in school? I found that because I have 
found that for as many individuals 
who asked me my opinion on school 
prayer, there are probably at least 
that many separate definitions of 
what prayer in school means. 

Let me just take the correspondence 
that I received only last week from 
one of my constituents, and in it she 
was basically chastising me for a state
ment that had appeared in one of the 
local papers, and in it she says, "The 
interview reads 'He thinks everyone 
agrees there should be prayer in 
schools.' The question is what form it 

' 

should take," and then at that point 
she goes on to blast me about making 
that statement and being presumptu
ous. But then in the same paragraph, 
she says, "A child can pray individual
ly in school any time he or she likes, 
and I agree with that," she says. 
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My point is, after telling me that my 

statement when I said that we all 
agree that children should be able to 
pray in school, it is just a question of 
in what form, she then goes on to say 
that she disagrees but then says she 
does agree that children should be 
able to pray in school. 

What I am trying to get at is that we 
have this misperception, because in re
ality I think that what people are 
dealing with are two extremes of the 
argument. There is one extreme, and 
it is an extreme that we must admit 
that we took in this country for a 
number of years where we decided the 
verbiage, the time, the method and 
the manner of prayer. Obviously, that 
is something that I disagree with be
cause I do not want my children pray
ing based on what some legislative 
body may dictate to be the verbiage of 
a prayer. Some might ask why I would 
do that, and I would say that it has to 
do with Scripture. If you go back to 
Matthew 6-and I will be very brief
there is an admonition there. In verse 
5 it says, "When thou prayest, thou 
shall not be hypocritical, for they pray 
standing in synagogues and on the 
street comers that they may be seen 
by men." It goes on to say that basical
ly we should not pray with vain mean
ingless repetition. I agree with that. 

But there is a further extreme and 
that is the extreme that the pendulum 
has now swung to where basically we 
say, "You may not pray because of 
this cloak of neutrality that the Jaffry 
versus Wallace court decision deals 
with." And as Justice Burger goes on 
to state, he says we have taken that 
cloak of neutrality and in fact turned 
it into a sword of hostility, where now, 
again, without getting into great 
detail, it is very obvious that the ex
amples you mentioned here tonight 
are happening throughout the United 
States. 

I was a young life leader in the At
lanta area for 8 years. In that position 
I dealt with a least five separate high 
schools, and in each of those high 
schools I was told that the administra
tors and the teachers were operating 
in a climate where they were very un
comfortable because they were not 
sure under this new state of the law as 
interpreted by the Federal courts-and 
there was a Federal court decision in 
Atlanta, in Clayton County that went 
far further than the Jaffry case-and 
under those circumstances they were 
uncomfortable and, as a result, in spite 
of the fact that they did not want to 

' 
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do so, they had to begin to restrict re
ligious freedoms and activities. 

And it is for that reason that I came 
tonight to say that I do not want to 
support either extreme. But what I do 
want is to see that basic freedom 
return to this country, and the Presi
dent's language that has now been of
fered by way of an amendment by Mr. 
KINDNEss states it exactly the way I 
believe 99 percent of all Americans, if 
they are fair and honest with it, would 
like to see it stated. 

Mr. BARTON of Texas. I would like 
to thank the gentleman for his com
ments. 

I would like to point out that one of 
the problems that we have when we 
mention the word "prayer" is what is 
the definition of prayer. Some view a 
silent meditation, a silent thought to 
be a prayer. Others feel that prayer 
involves a vocal expression of religious 
sentiment. 

And what Congressman KINDNEss' 
amendment does is it says we do not 
have to worry about the definition ba
sically, that we cannot prohibit it, 
nothing in the Constitution shall pro
hibit. That way whether you believe as 
some do that silent meditation is 
prayer or whether you feel that you 
need to vocally express one's self in 
order for it to be a prayer, it really 
does not matter. 

I am thankful that the gentleman 
from Georgia would come and quote 
from the most recent Supreme Court 
case, and would hope that if we have 
time he could actually quote the law 
from the State of Alabama that was 
struck down. 

Mr. SWINDALL. If the gentleman 
would yield, I think that it would be 
very relevant right now because that 
law was simply for a moment of si
lence or in the disjunctive, voluntary 
silent prayer. 

So we are not dealing with the same 
issue that came before the Supreme 
Court in the Engel versus O'Hair case 
in 1962. We are now talking about the 
precise issue. Can you voluntarily and 
silently meditate or pray in a school? 
And the Supreme Court says that in 
this country you may not. 

Mr. BARTON of Texas. That is a 
very good point. 

I would be happy to yield to my dis
tinguished colleague from California. 

Mr. HUNTER. I thank the gentle
man for yielding and for taking this 
time, and also all my other colleagues 
for the efforts they put out. 

As I walked into the Chamber I was 
listening to the gentleman from Geor
gia [Mr. SwiNDALL] and it appeared to 
me that he was talking about the con
fusion that presently reigns through
out America's school systems about 
what you can and cannot do. I think it 
is the most misunderstood concept in 
America today in our education 
system. It is, what is the separation 
between church and state? That is 

what makes the teacher feel con
strained to stop the little girl from 
saying her rosary on the school bus on 
the way to school, because somewhere 
she heard about the separation be
tween church and state and there is a 
symbol of church, and this is the state 
and, therefore, I must stop her. 

I think that is the precise reason 
that we need Mr. KINDNEss' resolution 
to pass, so people know what you can 
do. 

Many times Members get up on the 
other side of the aisle and say, "But 
you can already do this." Well, that 
may be true that you can do a lot of 
things in school. Perhaps I think that 
JoHN McCAIN mentioned in his prison
er of war camp in North Vietnam they 
had the right to silent prayer essen
tially. But most teachers do not know 
what you can do and what you cannot. 

Mr. BARTON of Texas. If I may in
terrupt, one sometimes wonders what 
some of our colleagues would do if 
they could control the mind. It is im
possible even given our highly ad
vanced state of technology to control 
what one thinks. They have to allow 
us to pray silently now. But one does 
wonder if we had the technology and 
the ability as in George Orwell's 1984 
to read people's thoughts, there might 
be an effort by some in our society to 
also control that. 

Mr. SWINDALL. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BARTON of Texas. I yield to 
the gentleman. 

Mr. SWINDALL. I would like tore
spond to something the gentleman 
said about the separation of church 
and state, and it was raised previously 
by the gentleman from Pennsylvania, 
about the origination of that phrase. 

It was originated in 1802, in January 
when Thomas Jefferson wrote to a 
Baptist church in Danbury, CT, that 
was very concerned about the Federal 
Government, this new creature that 
was little understood, coming in and 
getting involved in their affairs. 

Interestingly it was that phrase that 
was years later drafted by the Su
preme Court, but at the time that the 
Constitution and the Bill of Rights 
were drafted, Thomas Jefferson was 
not even in this country. He was in 
France. So he certainly could not have 
intended for that to in any way be im
plied into the first amendment as now 
the Supreme Court has so generously 
done for us. 

One other point I would like to make 
is it says, "Congress shall make no law 
respecting establishment of religion." 
Congress had never made any laws in 
this area. It is the Supreme Court that 
is making these laws. I think that is a 
very relevant point. Why in the world 
is the Supreme Court making these 
laws, and why is it that some of our 
liberal friends who believe that this is 
the greatest debating society and 
should be open for all types of debate 

using this closed rule that will not 
even let us bring forth things here in 
the regular business, when in fact they 
are the ones that so frequently say 
that we ought to debate these issues 
openly. 

Mr. BARTON of Texas. I think that 
is an excellent point the gentleman 
makes, and it brings out the point that 
the reason that we feel, some of us 
feel, we must resort to a constitutional 
amendment because we have decided 
that is the only piece of law in this 
country that the Supreme Court holds 
higher than itself and, if we could 
change the Constitution, then they 
would have to agree that our school 
children could voluntarily pray in 
school. 

Mr. SWINDALL. Is it not true that 
if we were to pass a bill other than a 
constitutional amendment that under 
the various lines of cases from Engel 
versus O'Hair forward that it itself 
would be held unconstitutional by the 
Supreme Court? 

Mr. BARTON of Texas. That is my 
understanding, although I am not an 
attorney, but in reference and in con
versations with those who are, that is 
the understanding that I have. 

I see the distinguished gentleman 
from New Hampshire. I understand 
the gentleman has some very specific 
comments that the gentleman would 
like to make about this issue. Before 
the time gets away, I would like to give 
the gentleman that opportunity. 

Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire. I 
thank the gentleman. 

I am very pleased to participate and 
I want to commend the gentleman for 
bringing this matter to the national 
attention, and I commend my col
league, Mr. KINDNESS, for introducing 
this amendment. 

I think that one of the frustrating 
things that I dealt with not only as a 
Member of Congress, but for years 
watching the operation of Congress 
before I had the privilege of being 
elected to serve here was watching this 
particular issue be thwarted by a small 
group of individuals in this Congress. I 
point out that I believe the American 
people are very much aware of this. 

It is ironic that just today I received 
my own survey back in my district on 
this particular issue and I share this 
with the gentleman and some of my 
colleagues. Our polling came back, and 
the question was very simply, do you 
support the right of voluntary prayer 
for children in public schools? The 
answer was 84 percent in favor. I think 
that pretty much falls in line with the 
statistical information that you gave 
at the beginning of your special order. 

I think that the interesting thing 
when we look at it-Mr. WALKER made 
the point about we should not be de
nying the free exercise thereof-when 
you really stop to think about this it 
goes much beyond denying the free 
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exercise of little children to bow their 
heads in voluntary prayer at the be
ginning of a school day. We are really 
saying if we cannot support this 
amendment and we cannot even allow 
it to be debated on the floor of this 
Congress, what we are really saying is 
that these children are threatening, 
these little children who cannot pray 
in school and cannot bow their heads 
in silent prayer or bow their heads and 
say a vocal prayer voluntarily, we are 
sayng that they are a threat somehow 
to the U.S. Constitution. 
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Think of that. With all of the prob

lems we have today in Central Amer
ica, and the Soviet Union, and all of 
the deficits, and all of the problems we 
have we are now saying that little chil
dren saying a voluntary prayer in 
school is so critical, and is such a 
threat to the constitutional process 
that we will not allow it to be debated 
on the floor of Congress. 

I hope that the American people are 
going to be looking at this situation 
and looking at individuals who are 
serving in this body and judge them 
on the basis of this kind hypocrisy. I 
would be specific and say when I say 
hypocrisy, I mean hypocrisy. 

The President of the United States 
takes an oath of office. He is a part of 
this Government, elected by the 
American people, and at the end of 
that little oath, he says, "So help me 
God." 

Right behind the gentleman and 
behind the Speaker's chair are four 
words "In God we trust." That same 
phrase "In God we trust" is on our 
coins. 

When we go into court, we swear to 
tell the whole truth, nothing but the 
truth, so help us God. 

You know, it really is hypocrisy, and 
many Members in this body attend a 
prayer breakfast pretty much on a 
weekly basis. I find it ironic that some 
of those Members who attend that 
breakfast cannot see fit to support our 
discharge petition. 

I think the hypocrisy runs rampant, 
and I really believe that the .ft..merican 
people want this bill. And I certainly 
commend my colleague for putting it 
out here for all of us to see, and I 
would encourage all of us to devote 
our energies to getting this discharge 
petition signed, and get this thing out 
on the floor, as my colleague from Ar
kansas, Mr. RoBINSON, said earlier, get 
this thing out on the floor where we 
can get a vote on it up or down. I 
think that one of the real problems in 
this body is the fact that there is a re
luctance on the part of some people in 
it to not allow us to have our say on an 
issue. 

As I said earlier, if little children 
bowing their heads in voluntary 
prayer is a threat somehow to Ameri
can society, or to our whole constitu-

tional process, then we are really in 
bad shape. 

Again, I want to compliment my col
league for calling this special order, 
and I am pleased to be a participant. 

Mr. BARTON of Texas. I would like 
to thank the gentleman from New 
Hampshire for participating. I would 
like to point out to some of my col
leagues who may not know what a dis
charge petition is, that basically all 
one has to do, if you are a Member of 
Congress, and you are in favor of a 
particular piece of legislation, you 
merely go to the desk, right over here 
to my right, in this particular case it is 
discharge petition No. 1, and you sign 
your name on the line, and that says 
that you agree with whatever the 
piece of legislation is that you are at
tempting to get discharged from the 
committee. And you feel that it should 
be debated on the House floor. 

There are evidently some of the 
Members of this body who do not un
derstand that, and I am sure that once 
they do, they will be happy to sign the 
discharge petition. 

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. BARTON of Texas. I am happy 
to yield to my distinguished colleague 
from California [Mr. HUNTER]. 

Mr. HUNTER. I thank the gentle
man for yielding. Something that my 
colleague from New Hampshire [Mr. 
SMITH] said, raised a note in my con
sciousness. I know I have a number of 
military bases in my district, and we 
have a number of churches in our mili
tary bases which I think, strictly 
speaking under this interpretation 
that has been in place on our school 
system with regard to school prayer 
probably are considered unconstitu
tional under that interpretation, be
cause there is nothing more represent
ative of the State than a military in
stallation. Yet, we could not survive 
but for our churches on our military 
installations and bases, and involving 
our churches, and our synagogues. We 
could not survive because those people 
have to go out on a daily basis, even 
during peacetime, and undertake very 
strenuous, very dangerous activities. 

If you have ever watched a carrier 
operation, night operation when the 
crew is out there on the decks of a car
rier, and those F-14's are shooting off 
of there, very few ships or carriers go 
their tour of the Indian Ocean with
out having at least one plane go down 
and one or two people killed. It is a 
part of the job. One of our Blue 
Angels was killed the other day in a 
collision during one of their shows 
that they put on just in peacetime. 

And yet, if you look at the chal
lenges that our school children are 
facing now that we never saw, the 
drug challenges, and the challenges of 
promiscuity, and all of the things that 
they are facing, that are driving young 
people to a high rate of suicide, and 

high rates of pregnancy, high rates of 
drug addiction, they face immense 
challenges at least equal to those 
faced by our military people who we 
realize must have, even though they 
are on military, State-owned bases, 
must have access to a place to worship. 
Yet we deny our children that sort of 
faith and strength. 

They made a sweep in my schools, 
some of my schools in San Diego re
cently. We did not think we had a big 
drug problem. We found an enormous 
drug problem. We found an average of 
one dealer per classroom. So in some 
San Diego high schools, there is one 
dealer per classroom, but you cannot 
have one prayer per classroom. 

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Or Bible 
either, as I understand it. 

I thank the gentleman from Califor
nia. I especially want to thank him for 
beginning last year the prayer vigil. I 
say to my colleague from California, 
Congressman HUNTER, that was a tre
mendous idea on your part, and it is 
something that earlier I said I would 
host this year, and I am willing to host 
it as many years as necessary until we 
can get this issue resolved. I want to 
thank you for your leadership. 

Mr. HUNTER. If the gentleman will 
yield further, it looks to me like you 
have the swing of things now. 

I understand the gentleman from 
Texas, Mr. DELAY, is going to recite 
some of the Federalist Papers here 
shortly, and so we can all understand a 
little bit more about our Nation and 
our roots. 

Mr. BARTON of Texas. We all wait 
with anticipation to hear the remarks 
of my distinguished colleague from 
Texas [Mr. DELAY]. 

Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire. Mr. 
Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BARTON of Texas. At this time, 
I yield to the distinguished gentleman 
from New Hampshire [Mr. SMITH]. 

Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire. I 
think it is interesting to point out 
some of these local decisions, and 
some of these decisions that have been 
effected at the local level in these last 
15 to 20 years in this so-called move
ment away from prayer in school. It is 
interesting, in an effort to avoid dis
putes around the country, local juris
dictions have passed statutes which 
have, among other things, forbidden a 
minister to pray at a public school 
sporting event. That is one. Secondly, 
forbidden religious leaders to attend a 
public school function. And thirdly, 
barred religious-affiliated counselors 
from meeting with public school stu
dents. 

I think a constitutional amendment 
is necessary to reverse these atrocities, 
and I cannot believe that we have to 
have it to do that. That in itself is a 
disgrace. But we need it. 
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I would just point out one final com

ment. I know my colleague is anxious 
to speak. 

I pointed out earlier the phrase "In 
God we trust" is up on the wall behind 
the gentleman in the well. If the gen
tleman would look straight ahead, 
back up over the gallery, the greatest 
lawmaker of all time's picture is on 
the wall, Moses. Again, repeating my 
point of hypocrisy, I think it is hypoc
risy, and any individual who stands in 
the well of this body and opposes what 
we are trying to do, which is merely 
have voluntary prayer in public 
schools, in my opinion, is guilty of hy
pocrisy when they can stand between 
those two, one a phrase and one an in
dividual who was the greatest lawmak
er of all time, stand between those two 
and make those comments. I think it is 
a sad commentary on America. I think 
it is a sad chapter in a book on Amer
ica, and I think we ought to close it, 
and get Madelyn O'Hair out of the 
book. Let us end the chapter, and let 
us start the new chapter in a new 
book, and get on with the problems 
that we have to deal with in this coun
try that are critical problems, and not 
have to worry about something that 
we should never have lost in the first 
place. 

Mr. BARTON of Texas. I totally 
agree with the gentleman's senti
ments, and I would like to point out 
that the first order of business every 
day that this body meets is to begin 
with a prayer. Sometimes it is a 
Protestant prayer, sometimes it is a 
Catholic prayer, sometimes it is a 
Jewish prayer. Whatever, but that is 
the first order of business every time 
this body is opened for business. 

I thank my colleague from New 
Hampshire for his comments. 

Mr. COBEY. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. BARTON of Texas. I recognize 
my distinguished colleague from 
North Carolina [Mr. COBEY]. 

Mr. COBEY. I thank my colleague 
for the recognition, and for taking this 
special order, for caring so much about 
your country that you would provide 
leadership on this issue. 
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It is difficult to even comprehend 

the fact that we are even having this 
special order and having to debate this 
issue given the rich religious history of 
this country and how God has so 
blessed this country. But I think it is 
symbolic of the very moral erosion of 
our country which is reflected in all 
sorts of perversion that we are having 
to deal with. Our Pledge of Allegiance 
to the flag acknowledges "One Nation 
under God." We have heard our col
leagues say earlier that our motto, "In 
God We Trust" is right above the 
Speaker's chair there tonight. It is 
also on our coins. Today both the Con
gress and the Supreme Court invoke 

God's name and ask his blessings at 
the opening of their session. And until 
1962 there was a widespread practice 
of allowing prayer in our public 
schools. 

This practice was not performed, I 
believe, to coerce anyone to any par
ticular beliefs. It is a significant part 
of our Judeo-Christian beliefs upheld 
in this country. Prayer was banned 
from the public schools in 1963 by a 
Supreme Court decision. Madelyn 
Murray O'Hair filed the suit which 
brought about the banning of school 
prayer in our public schools. She was 
furious that students had to recite a 
prayer at the beginning of each day. 
Now the reference I have is on this 
little card that I have carried around 
as to the school prayer that they had 
to recite. It was: "Almighty God, we 
acknowledge our dependence upon 
thee and beg Thy blessings upon us, 
our parents, our teachers, and our 
country," followed by a silent period. 

Her son, Bill Murray, was a 14-year
old freshman at Woodburn Junior 
High School in Baltimore. Bill Murray 
recently revealed in a news conference 
that his mother's real basis for the 
suit was her own active commitment 
to the Communist causes and encour
agement from the Soviet Embassy of
ficials. And this same Bill Murray 
whose name was used in the suit is ac
tively, I might say, fighting to restore 
voluntary prayer in the schools. And 
he has exciting testimony and witness 
to what has gone on. 

In 1960, Mrs. O'Hair renounced her 
American citizenship and tried to emi
grate with her two sons. The Soviet 
Embassy personnel intercepted them 
in Paris and persuaded this atheist 
leader to return to the United States 
where "her efforts on behalf of the 
world revolution were more needed." 

Mrs. O'Hair was involved with the 
Socialist Workers Party, the Commu
nist Party, the Communist Workers 
Party, the Fair Play for Cuba Commit
tee, and other organizations of that 
type. 

In fact, to finance her school prayer 
case up to the Supreme Court, the 
Communist Party actually provided a 
job for Mrs. O'Hair, now known as 
Mrs. Murray. She was the manager of 
the New E-r-a, New Era Bookshop in 
Baltimore which her son, Bill Murray, 
identified as an official bookshop of 
the Communist Party in the United 
States. The first amendment of the 
Constitution provides, "Congress shall 
make no law respecting the establish
ment of religion or prohibiting the 
free exercise thereof." This provision 
was never intended to restrict Ameri
cans from making religious observ
ances in the course of their daily lives 
or was it intended to protect people 
from religion. 

Yet the Supreme Court has drawn a 
broad and inaccurate conclusion in the 
Engel, which in 1962, and Shemp in 

1963, decisions forbidding a State from 
fostering prayer or Bible reading by 
students in public schools. 

What this amendment is proposing 
to do, and I really commend my col
league, Mr. KINDNEss, the text reads, 
"Nothing in this Constitution shall be 
construed to prohibit individual or 
group prayer in public schools or 
other public institutions. No person 
shall be required by the United States 
or by any State to participate in 
prayer. Neither United States or any 
State shall compose the words of any 
prayer to be said in the public 
schools." 

So the issue is not even this little 
card that I had this prayer that was 
recited, because we are saying that 
this type of thing cannot happen any
more, where a prescribed prayer is said 
in vain repetition every day. Even as 
innocuous as this is, I do not see that 
this would harm anybody and certain
ly we are not talking about that. 

Mr. BARTON of Texas. I totally 
agree with my colleague from North 
Carolina. I would like to thank him for 
his views. We have about 1 minute left 
to go and I would like to finish, if I 
could. I appreciate your participation 
and look forward to working with you 
on this issue. 

I would like to spend this last time 
by reading a prayer that was declared 
unconstitutional in the case of De
spain versus DeKalb County School 
District in 1966. Kindergarten children 
in a public school in DeKalb County, 
IL, were required by their teacher to 
recite the following poem before their 
morning snack: 
We thank You for the flowers so sweet, 
We thank You for the food we eat, 
We thank You for the birds that sing, 
We thank You for everything. 

Now that was declared unconstitu
tional. And when we reach the state of 
affairs that something like that is de
clared unconstitutional, it is time to 
amend the Constitution. And I would 
like to finish this special order by 
sharing with my colleagues the prayer 
that I say every evening before I retire 
for the evening. It is very simple. It is: 

"Dear God, give me the wisdom to 
know the right thing to do, give me 
the courage to attempt the right 
thing, and the strength to accomplish 
it. Amen." 

We need the wisdom to determine 
what is the right thing to do in this 
issue. We need courage to attempt it, 
and the strength to accomplish it. 

I thank my colleagues. 

SCHOOL PRAYER AMENDMENT 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 

a previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from Ohio [Mr. KINDNESS] is 
recognized for 60 minutes. 

Mr. KINDNESS. Thank you, Mr. 
Speaker. 
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Mr. Speaker, the hour grows late, 

the expressions that have been made 
concerning House Joint Resolution 
No. 279 and Discharge Petition No. 1 
are important expressions for all 
Members of this body to think about, I 
think, but I would like to just take a 
moment, as we continue our discussion 
of those matters, to focus on all of the 
first amendment to the Constitution, 
article 1 of the Bill of Rights. Bear in 
mind that a number of the States, the 
original States would not ratify the 
Constitution without an assurance 
that the First Congress would put for
ward a Bill of Rights which included, 
most importantly, the first amend
ment, which in its final form reads, 
"Congress shall make no law respect
ing an establishment of religion" -we 
have heard about that this evening
"or prohibiting the free exercise there
of" -there has been discussion of 
that-"or abridging the freedom of 
speech"-and there is much more to 
be said about that, although it has 
been mentioned, that is "or abridging 
the freedom of speech or of the press, 
or the right of the people peaceably to 
assemble and to petition the Govern
ment for a redress of grievances." 

There in a nutshell are some of the 
most important concepts that were 
felt so deeply by leaders in the formu
lation of our country's Constitution 
that they were a necessary part of the 
Bill of Rights before the Constitution 
would be ratified. 
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We have heard about the establish
ment clause, the free exercise clause, 
and not enough really about the free 
speech clause. I would like to focus for 
a moment on the free press clause, the 
freedom of the press clause. 

I think it is incredible that there is 
such a lack of attention paid by the 
fourth estate to those elements of the 
first amendment that have been seri
ously undermined by Supreme Court 
decisions and other Federal court deci
sions concerning school prayer, and 
most particularly by that decision of 
the slim majority of the Supreme 
Court in the Alabama case which has 
been discussed here earlier; its most 
recent school prayer case. 

It is ironic that an institution that is 
so ready to take up the call when the 
basic right of freedom of speech, or 
press is imperiled would be so reticent 
to adequately analyze and publicize 
the potential effect that the Court's 
recent Alabama decision might have 
on those rights. 

In other words, surrounding the 
freedom of the press are these issues 
that we have been discussing right 
there in the first amendment. In other 
words, we might also say in common 
experience, when someone else's ox is 
being gored, ladies and gentlemen, 
look out, you are liable to be next. 

If the courts are willing to limit the 
right of freedom of speech in the first 
amendment, and the right to peace
ably assemble, and the right to free 
exercise of religion, if the words of 
prayer are involved, if that is the 
manner of speech, and if the setting 
where peaceable assembly takes place 
is a public school setting, then what is 
next? 

What is next in terms of freedom of 
the press? It is a little hard to imagine 
that the Court would rule that a news
paper did not have the right to print a 
prayer, perhaps daily, in its newspa
per; on its masthead perhaps. 

However, if we allow the deteriora
tion of our constitutional rights, court 
decision by court decision, then per
haps we will face that prospect in the 
future. 

There is more that can be said about 
the position of the fourth estate, but I 
would certainly like to recommend to 
the members of the fourth estate that 
they look closely to their freedom of 
the press in relation to what has hap
pened in court decisions affecting the 
freedom of speech, the freedom to ex
ercise their religious practices, and the 
right to peaceably assemble in that 
part of our Nation's life that involves 
public schools and words of prayer. 

I now yield to the gentleman from 
North Carolina [Mr. CoBEY]. 

Mr. COBEY. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. KIND
NESS] for bringing this issue forward, 
having this special order; bringing this 
constitutional amendment to the at
tention of this House, and getting the 
discharge petition moving. 

As I said earlier, it is hard to believe 
that we are even here, but I guess the 
price of freedom is eternal vigilance, 
and all of our freedoms are likely to be 
under attack if we do not reverse what 
we have here. 

Because we have to recognize that 
this is an open, hostile act; that this 
has been promoted from day one by 
people who reject God; athiests, ac
knowledged atheists. Madelyn Murray 
O'Hair. They want God out of the 
public schools. 

If you wanted to send this country 
down a road without God, without ac
knowledging God, make it an atheist 
state, that is exactly where you would 
want to drive out God from would be 
the public schools. 

I would like to warn them when they 
do that sort of thing that they may in 
fact destroy our country. Because we 
have been uniquely blessed by God; 
this has been acknowledged as one 
Nation under God ever since its incep
tion, and I think that we ought to rec
ognize that this has been hostile ag
gression on this country in the form of 
these suits that the Supreme Court 
has upheld, and it is essential to the 
prosperity of our country; spiritually, 
morally, economically, militarily, 
whatever; the very survival of our 

country depends on our acknowledge
ment of God and it is important that 
we restore this right to the schools 
and give these children the opportuni
ty to initiate prayer and Bible study. 

This is a right that is protected 
under the first amendment. They are 
being discriminated against. As I have 
heard said recently, this is a students 
rights issue, and I hope the students 
of America recognize that, and will 
speak out. We have case after case 
after case of where they have been 
openly discriminated against; not al
lowed to freely assemble in their 
schools for prayer and Bible study. 

Again, I want to commend my col
league for taking this leadership on 
this issue, and I am glad to be able to 
support the gentleman in his effort 
and sign this discharge petition and 
get it out of that black hole we call 
the Judiciary Committee. 

Mr. KINDNESS. I thank the gentle
man for his participation, his support 
and his leadership also in this matter, 
but I trust that the gentleman would 
agree that there is a law of physics 
which I think applies also in social 
conduct, or the interaction between 
people that says something to the 
effect that, for every action there is a 
equal and opposite reaction. 

Over the years that I have served in 
the Congress and that the school 
prayer issue has been building, I have 
observed that the equal and opposite 
reaction has been dispersed, as Su
preme Court decisions and other Fed
eral court decisions have come along, 
further restricting the free exercise of 
religion. 

I think we have seen that if there is 
an equal and opposite reaction, it has 
been spread out and not brought to
gether. I think the Supreme Court's 
decision in the recent case coming out 
of Alabama has brought forth the coa
lescence of those who are greatly con
cerned and deeply and conscientiously 
interested in this issue so that we are 
going to get that equal and opposite 
reaction concentrated; that is what we 
have been missing. 

The time is at hand, I think, for us 
to really pull it together, all of those 
various elements that have been per
haps dispersed in recent years. We 
have now got a focus that is much 
clearer. 

I might mention that there was a 
time in this House of Representatives 
when my colleague from Ohio, 
CHALMERS WYLIE had gotten the 
school prayer issue to a vote in the 
House. It was different, a constitution
al amendment. In fact, many thought 
it was flawed in its wording. 
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I have to believe that it was not per

fect and it failed of passage because 
many could not support it in its form 
at that time. 

. 
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This proposed constitutional amend

ment has been so thoroughly worked 
over by legal scholars, by theologians 
and religious leaders and people of all 
walks of life who are interested in the 
subject that I think we finally have 
another part of the puzzle put togeth
er, a coalescence of support behind 
that approach. 

Let me just take one more moment 
to make a comparison. With all due re
spect to those who support a constitu
tional amendment that would provide 
for the freedom of meditation, silent 
meditation, that would be limiting our 
freedom of speech guaranteed in the 
first amendment. We would be consti
tutionally reducing our first amend
ment rights. I do not support that ap
proach. Those who do I am sure do so 
in good conscience. But they do so 
without regard to our first amendment 
right of free speech. That, I think, is 
too important to pass up. 

I would yield to the gentleman from 
Texas. 

Mr. DELAY. I thank the gentleman 
from Ohio mainly for his courage and 
work in developing and writing his 
constitutional amendment and staying 
up at this late hour. It is now 10:20 in 
the evening. And I asked myself as I 
was standing here: Why are so many 
Members of Congress staying up so 
late at night on such an issue? 

And I think it brings out many, 
many issues. If I may, trying to sum
marize a little bit about what I have 
heard this evening and get a little 
philosophical and a little more basic 
and fundamental about what we are 
talking about, the gentleman from 
Ohio has pointed out in the Constitu
tion that our freedom of religion and 
our freedom of voluntary prayer in 
schools are based on freedom of 
speech, freedom of the press, freedom 
of religion. And I think it gets even 
more basic that that. 

Why are we up at this late hour, so 
dedicated to such a basic premise of 
freedom? And that is what we are talk
ing about here-freedom. I do not 
know whether we are really talking 
about prayer in schools. I think we 
have coalesced around prayer in 
schools, but it is more basic than that, 
and it comes down to freedom and not 
only freedom but the Constitution, 
and it comes down to, I think, ever 
since 1936 in the Butler case, a total 
disregard of our Constitution. This 
Congress, the Supreme Court and 
indeed the President of the United 
States have all disregarded the Consti
tution and the rules by which we play. 

When you go out there and play on 
the football field, what kind of a game 
would it be if we did not play by the 
rules? And ever since 1936, when the 
Supreme Court, stacked by FDR, de
cided that whatever, under the Consti
tution and the statement "the 
common good," whatever the Congress 
decided, that is good in the common 

good of the people of America. And we 
come back to that one premise. We 
have spent money, we have developed 
programs in violation of our constitu
tional rights, and now we have pulled 
away one of the basic freedoms that 
founded this great, great country of 
ours, and that is our freedom to ex
press ourselves in whatever religion we 
are talking about. 

Is it not sad that Americans right 
now are fighting for their religious 
freedom against their own Govern
ment, whether it be the Supreme 
Court or this Congress because we 
cannot get a constitutional amend
ment to this floor to be voted on? It 
really is a testimony of where we have 
come from since 1936 and that we do 
not have the ability to play by the 
rules and we have to fight and stay up 
at these late hours fighting to bring 
your amendment to this floor. It is a 
sad day for Americans when we have 
to fight our own Government. We are 
just talking about freedom. We are not 
talking about creating a government 
religion. We are not talking about 
making it the Baptist religion of the 
United States of America or the Meth
odist religion of the United States of 
America. We just want to be able to 
practice our religion wherever we 
deem and see fit. 

If I want to put up a nativity scene 
in the courthouse in Houston, TX, I 
should have the freedom to do that, 
and I should not have the right to stop 
someone else from putting up a Star 
of David or someone celebrating the 
Koran in that same courthouse. 

It was just recently that we-"we" 
being members of Harris County, in 
Houston, TX-wanted to dedicate a 
park to our Vietnam veterans, and 
part of the monuments of this park 
were crosses and Stars of David. 
People who see fit in restricting our 
freedom, the ACLU, in particular, 
came along and sued us and stopped us 
from dedicating a park to our veterans 
of the Vietnam era. What was so sinis
ter about dedicating a park to our vet
erans of the Vietnam war, even 
though we put up crosses and Stars of 
David to commemorate those who died 
for our freedom in Vietnam? 

What is so bad about a little child 
praying in school? The Boy Scouts of 
America recently, in their own creeds 
and oaths, being violated by a court. 
Just recently I saw on television, I 
think it was yesterday, that a Boy 
Scout decided that he would refuse to 
use the Lord's name in the oath of the 
Boy Scouts, and our own Government 
is coming to the Boy Scouts and 
saying you have to remove those kinds 
of names or you have to let this boy 
into Boy Scouts, a private organiza
tion. That is how far it is going. I 
think it is a sad day in America when 
we do not have the freedom to exer
cise our religion wherever we want to 
exercise it. 

We are not talking about shoving re
ligion down children's throats. We are 
talking about basic freedom that this 
country was built on. 

If I may take just 1 more minute, 
and I may be criticized for this, I think 
the Constitution was divinely inspired, 
because there are stories that are told 
about the writing of our Constitution 
back when, and they came to an im
passe, and Benjamin Franklin-well, I 
have to back up a little bit. You had to 
pay preachers at that time to pray, 
and the Constitutional Convention 
had no money, so they could not pay 
preachers to open the Constitutional 
Convention every day, so they went 
on, among themselves, and they came 
to an impasse, and it seemed that it 
was all over and they could not write 
the rules under which to govern them
selves. And Benjamin Franklin stood 
up and said, "Let's all go home and 
pray to the Almighty God that we 
may be able to write this Constitution 
for the good of mankind in the 
future." They did. They went home 
and they prayed, and the Constitution 
was finished in 3 weeks and ratified 
within a year. 

It just goes to show you that our 
country was built on religion, whether 
it be Christianity or Judaism, or what
ever it is. It is built on the freedom to 
express ourselves to some moral being 
or some truth, all truth, whatever you 
call that. And when individuals come 
and try to destroy that for Americans, 
I think it is a travesty to this country 
and it also points out that we are 
trying to destroy the basic freedoms 
provided to us by the Constitution be
cause we have total disregard about 
our Constitution. 

In going to many town meetings 
that I have held every month in my 
district, people are asking me, "Well, 
we sent you there, but what else can 
we do? What can we do?" And those 
Americans who are watching this spe
cial order and watching the courage of 
the gentleman from Ohio, I tell them 
that if they really want to do some
thing, if they really want to make an 
effect, if they really want their free
dom back, then they should write 
their Congressman-and I think the 
gentleman from Ohio will agree with 
me-and demand that their Congress
man sign this discharge petition so 
that we can bring basic freedoms back 
to the American people. 

Mr. KINDNESS. I thank the gentle
man very much. I acknowledge that 
fact that under the rules and oper
ations of the House of Representatives 
it is not always easy for Members to 
make the decision that they should, to 
sign a discharge petition. But I think 
it is abundantly clear that House Joint 
Resolution No. 279 will not come to 
the floor for consideration without a 
discharge petition procedure. It re
quires 218 signatures of Members. But 
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there is nothing heretical about sign
ing a discharge petition. It is my belief 
that there are among the Members of 
the House of Representatives many 
who are fairminded people who will 
sign the discharge petition even 
though they may not be persuaded 
that they would vote for the adoption 
of House Joint Resolution No. 279. 
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In the belief that it must be debated, 

it must be considered, and it must be 
voted upon. Fairmindedness, and we 
hear so much about fairness in the po
litical arena these days, fairness cer
tainly includes allowing such an im
portant subject to be decided upon by 
the elected Representatives of the 
people from throughout this country. 

Discharge Petition No. 1 sits at the 
Clerk's desk awaiting the signatures of 
about 203 more Members. I think 
what people can do throughout this 
country is to persuade their elected 
Representative that they should be 
among those signing Discharge Peti
tion No.1. 

Whether they believe that House 
Joint Resolution 279 should be adopt
ed by the House of Representatives or 
not, in fairness, it should be debated 
and voted upon. Our courts have their 
part of a three-part government to 
conduct. I respect our court system as 
I do our Constitution, and I respect 
those who earnestly endeavor in the 
Federal judiciary to reach the right 
decisions. But they are not infallible. 

In the present circumstances that we 
are discussing, the only way for their 
judgment, that is a judgment of the 
majority of the Members of the Su
preme Court to be changed or overrid
den is by a constitutional amendment. 
That is why it is necessary. It is not 
through disrespect for Federal judges 
or for the Federal judiciary system. 
But it is only one of three parts of our 
Government. A system that is inge
nious in the way that it was estab
lished in our Constitution. 

The Congress and the President to
gether enact legislation. Or the Con
gress can do it alone by overriding the 
veto of a President. The courts are 
there to interpret and apply the law 
and the Constitution. I cannot agree 
that they have done so correctly in 
some of the decisions affecting school 
prayer. The infallibility of the courts 
is not in question, because they are 
fallible. They are human institutions. 

I yield to the gentleman. 
Mr. DELAY. If the gentleman would 

permit me, they are humans that sit 
on that court, and sometimes we let 
our own prejudices come out no 
matter who we are, and I agree with 
that. But would it not be a wonderful 
day and I think the gentleman would 
agree that over the years, and I have 
only been here a short time, the gen
tleman has been here a long time. 
Over the years, you have seen when 

the people want something bad 
enough, if they write enough letters, 
things will change. 

Just recently, around February, 
there was an overwhelming letter writ
ing campaign on what seems to be a 
small issue and that was contempora
neous recordkeeping. This Congress 
was inundated with letters against 
contemporaneous recordkeeping. It 
was passed by both House3 and signed 
by the President in less than 60 days. 

A year ago, for instance, the Harris 
poll indicated that 60 percent of the 
surveyed population favored a consti
tutional amendment to allow us the 
freedom to exercise our religion. It 
was recently sustained by a poll a few 
months ago, that the entire poll 
sample, 61 percent, supported religious 
freedom. If only that 61 percent of the 
Nation would write their Congress
man, I think the gentleman would 
agree that this amendment and reli
gious freedom would come to the floor 
of this House immediately. 

Mr. KINDNESS. It is a matter in 
which the people throughout this 
country play the most important role 
as usual; if they will but act, I think 
we will see the kind of action that 
needs to be taken in this House of 
Representatives on this issue. 

I thank the gentleman so much for 
his participation at this late hour this 
evening. 

Mr. Speaker, I have two kinds of dis
comfort inside me this evening: one is 
the lack of dinner, and the other is a 
hunger for the opportunity to have 
this matter debated before this House 
of Representatives and I feel confident 
that we will reach that goal through 
diligence and hard work and the help 
of the American people getting their 
elected Representatives on board as a 
part of this effort. 

Mr. Speaker, I would like to take 
this time to discuss the incredible lack 
of attention paid by the fourth estate 
to those elements of the first amend
ment that have been seriously under
mined by the Supreme Court's recent 
school prayer decision. 

It's ironic that an institution that is 
so ready to take up the call when the 
basic right of freedom of speech is im
periled lVould be so reticent to ade
quately analyze the potential effect 
that the Court's recent decision might 
have on that right. 

One need only focus on the language 
of the first amendment to see that it 
guarantees the free exercise of reli
gion, the freedom of speech, the free
dom of the press and the right to 
peaceably assemble. The scribes, who 
freely debate the issues of the day on 
the pages of our Nation's newspapers, 
sit idly by while fundamental rights 
that are similarly situated, in the Con
stitution and conceptually, are rou
tinely infringed on by the Federal 
courts. 

Is the right to free exercise of reli
gion protected by a Supreme Court 
that declares words of prayer to be il
legal? Is the right to free speech pro
tected by a Supreme Court that says 
that words of prayer are not sanc
tioned under the Constitution when 
said in the confines of a public school? 
Is the right to peaceably assemble pro
tected by a Supreme Court that denies 
that right to our schoolchildren? Is 
the fourth estate oblivious to these in
fringements. Perhaps they'll react 
when the Supreme Court rules that 
the right to a free press is limited 
when the words to be printed are 
those of a prayer. 

It would seem to me though that our 
first amendment rights are in danger 
and that the journalism profession is 
one that has as much to lose as 
anyone if such limits are allowed to 
remain the law of the land. The con
ceptual proximity of those rights, cur
tailed by the Court's decisions, to free
dom of the press and the failure of the 
fourth estate to champion those rights 
raises serious questions as to how sin
cere the national commun!ty of jour
nalists is about protecting those rights 
as a matter of principle. 

I would ask my friends in the fourth 
estate to look closely at the language 
of the first amendment and to consid
er how their freedom of the press will 
look 20 years from now if the present 
trend goes unchecked. I submit that it 
would be well worth their time. 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mr. KINDNESS. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5legislative days in which to 
revise and extend their remarks on the 
subject of my special order this 
evening. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Ohio? 

There was no objection. 

PRESIDENT OF TIME INC. CALLS 
EXCESSIVE MILITARY SPEND
ING THE ROAD TO ECONOMIC 
RUIN 
<Mr. SEIBERLING asked and was 

given permission to extend his re
marks at this point in the RECORD and 
to include extraneous matter.) 
e Mr. SEIBERLING. Mr. Speaker, I 
recently obtained a copy of a speech 
delivered by J. Richard Munro, the 
president and chief executive officer 
of Time, Inc., to the Robins School of 
Business of the University of Rich
mond, on April 10, 1985. Charging that 
U.S. military spending has gotten out 
of control, Mr. Munro called upon 
American business executives to bring 
"the same critical judgment to bear on 
defense policies as we do to our own 
corporate policies." The alternative is 
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economic stagnation and ultimately 
less military strength, he said. 

Mr. Munro noted that defense 
spending in constant dollars is now as 
high as it was at the height of the 
Korean war and the Vietnam war and 
by 1990 will be a third more than it 
was in either war. He added that if the 
economy falters and growth falls 
short, the defense share could easily 
reach 10 percent of GNP. 

The effect of the increasing militari
zation of our economy will be to "find 
guns winning not only over butter
but over factories and machinery, cap
ital formation, and skilled labor sup
plies." The effect of the severe cuts in 
education and human service pro
grams is that "we are disinvesting in 
people, disinvesting in our future work 
force," he said. He went on to note 
that the share of GNP spent on educa
tion in America has fallen steadily 
from a peak of 8 percent in 1975 to an 
estimated 6 percent next year, yet 
"education is hands-down the single 
most important engine of productivity 
growth." 

Worse yet, Mr. Munro notes, mili
tary projects are absorbing an increas
ing share of resources like industrial 
capacity, research and development 
funds, and scientists, engineers, and 
technicians. While the Japanese are 
marshalling their research laborato
ries to take on our computer and other 
high-technology industries, our re
search laboratories are making new 
weapons. 

In addition to reforms in defense 
procurement and staffing and the 
military retirement system, Mr. 
Munro concludes that the most impor
tant need is the achievement of 
mutual arms reduction agreements to 
stop the arms race with the Soviet 
Union. This conclusion has seemed ob
vious to many of us for a long time. 
Perhaps these words of a hardheaded 
businessman will begin to penetrate 
the thinking of those conservatives 
who have up until now been favoring 
more and more military spending. 

Mr. Speaker, the full text of Mr. 
Munro's address follows these re
marks: 

REMARKS BY J. RICHARD MUNRO 

Thank you for the kind introduction. I'm 
delighted to be here, for what is now my 
third visit to this campus as CEO of Time 
Inc. There's something about a polite invita
tion that I find irresistible. 

Being here also reminds me of something 
that happened recently in a third world 
country. 

Rebels had captured three businessmen
one French, one Japanese, and one Ameri
can. They decided to execute them all. But 
first they gave each a last wish. 

The French businessman asked to sing 
"La Marseillaise" for one last time. The Jap
anese businessman asked to give a lecture 
on Japanese management. 

But when it came his tum, the American 
broke into tears and begged, "Shoot me 
first, I can't stand another lecture on Japa
nese management." 

In keeping with that spirit, I promise not 
to talk about Japanese management or re
lated subjects. 

Instead, I want to talk about a different 
challenge. It might seem remote from daily 
business concerns. But it's crucial to our 
continued success in business and to our 
prosperity as a nation. 

That's the problem of U.S. defense 
policy-especially military spending. 

It's simply gotten out of control. And if we 
don't control it, we will reap a bitter harvest 
of waste and mismanagement, economic 
stagnation, and ultimately less military 
strength than we have now. 

The stakes for American business are 
high. And business executives need to bring 
the same critical judgment to bear on de
fense policies as we do to our own corporate 
policies. 

Let me begin with some recent history. 
Defense spending since World War II has 

accounted for a large share of our national 
wealth, rising during wartime and falling 
during peacetime. 

Defense spending in constant dollars now 
is as high as it was at the height of the 
Korean War and the Vietnam War. By 1990 
it will be a third more than it was in either 
war. 

By the late 1970s, spending rose again, 
and has taken off sharply since the Reagan 
Administration began what has becomt: the 
equivalent of a wartime military buildup. 

Put another way, we've already spent a 
trillion dollars on defense since 1980. And in 
the next five years, we'll spend another $1.8 
trillion. 

Military spending in 1990 will take about 8 
percent of our GNP, nearly as high a per
centage as the peak Vietnam years. 

Moreover, that share of GNP assumes 
that the Reagan Administration's economic 
forecast of endless economic growth will 
come true. If the economy falters, and 
growth falls short, the defense share could 
easily reach 9 or 10 percent of GNP. 

In short, under current leadership, we 
have the equivalent of a wartime spending 
policy. Our economy is being increasingly 
militarized. 

And the more we pursue these policies, we 
will find guns winning not only over 
butter-but over factories and machinery, 
capital formation, and skilled labor supplies. 

Now, you may ask, isn't all this necessary 
to confront the Soviet military buildup? Es
pecially after years of declining spending? 

Yes, the Vietnam War drained our mili
tary resources in losing battles, at the ex
penses of our readiness everywhere else. We 
had major deficiencies which were painfully 
obvious by the late 1970s. 

But the rebuilding of our military 
strength was already underway, with spend
ing growth at sustainable rates, before 
President Reagan took office. 

At the same time, ironically, Soviet mili
tary spending growth has been declining. 
Despite dire warnings from the Pentagon 
each year at budget time, the CIA estimates 
that recent real growth of Soviet military 
spending has been around 2 percent annual
ly. 

The answer, then, is, yes, that we needed 
to rebuild our defenses. But that we didn't 
need to hit the panic button, which is what 
happened. And we don't need to obligate 
ourselves to such enormous future costs. 

Current budget estimates don't include 
such things as cost overruns we can reason
ably expect on new weapons. They probably 
underestimate future operating and upkeep 
costs for such things as the 600-ship navy 
we are building. · 

" 

Moreover, we have shifted priorities so 
that we are underpreparing to fight a con
ventional war and overprepared for a nucle
ar war. We are also wasting a lot of money 
because of simple mismanagement. 

Plainly, we will squander much of the 
three trillion dollars we're spending in this 
decade-unless we have a thorough over
haul of defense policies. That overhaul isn't 
yet in the cards, however. 

We have already seen a small part of the 
defense procurement mess. We have enor
mous cost overruns already in projects like 
the B-1 bomber-weapons that are worth
less because they are too complicated-or 
that simply don't work-and even outright 
fraud by some defense contractors. 

Also, we can already see the enormous and 
unnecessary burden that military personnel 
policies are becoming. 

For example, the military retirement 
system is a tremendous problem-not just 
because of direct costs-but also because it 
results in our most productive officers and 
noncoms retiring just when they hit their 
stride. 

Imagine a company that retired at half
pay most of its career managers and skilled 
workers at age 41, after spending millions of 
dollars each to train many of them. 

Imagine a company that has to set aside 
half of its base salaries for future pension 
costs. The average for U.S. companies is 
about 10 percent. 

Imagine a company in which five out of 
six of its pensioners are younger than 65, 
and two-thirds are working fulltime, often 
at the same job they had in uniform, col
lecting a pension and a paycheck, or work
ing for outside defense contractors. 

That's how the military retirement system 
works today. 

Consider the benefits for a typical lieuten
ant colonel who retires today at age 42. He 
can expect to live another 35 years. By my 
calculations, he'll get nearly $1.5 million, as
suming the pension keeps pace with a 
modest rate of inflation. 

That doesn't include free medical care, 
cut-rate groceries and shopping, and subsi
dized officers' clubs. 

·In short, the system stinks. 
At this point, you may be asking yourself 

why I'm not talking about the communica
tions industry or something more directly 
related to your future business careers. 

Well, I have been talking about your 
future-and everybody else's. 

The defense buildup is taking place as if it 
were in a vacuum-and had nothing to do 
with the rest of our economic and social 
needs. Yet it can-and will-cause severe 
economic dislocations affecting every indus
try in America. 

Let me put it this way: The shift toward 
more military spending in the 1980s will 
change our economy as deeply as the oil 
price explosion changed us in the 1970s-be
ginning with the share of GNP which it is 
taking from the rest of our economy. 

Consider the massive shift already in fed
eral budget priorities. Think of that as a 
mirror into the future which shows what 
the rest of our economy will be like. 

For example, we have severely cut educa
tion and human services programs, and 
state governments are following suit. In 
effect, we are disinvesting in people, disin
vesting in our future work force. 

As this happens, we should ask, where will 
all the skilled workers come from to help us 
fulfill the optimistic Administration fore
casts for future prosperity? 
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They don't just walk out of the woods and 

into the front doors of our offices and facto
ries. 

They came up through our system of 
schools and colleges, public and private. 
They received nutrition and health care 
that keeps their bodies whole. Their fami
lies received aid to keep them housed and 
clothed. They get help-these are not just 
poor kids, either-at every step by public 
spending programs which have in the last 
half-century helped create the world's most 
productive work force. 

It's an expensive system. But as Derek 
Bok, president of Harvard, once said, " If 
you think education is expensive. try igno
rance." 

As we've often heard, there's no free 
lunch. We won't be the most productive 
much longer, if we keep doing what we're 
doing now. 

The share of GNP spent on education in 
America has fallen steadily from a peak of 8 
percent in 1975 to an estimated 6 percent 
next year. And education is hands-down the 
single most important engine of productivi
ty growth. 

In other words, the "butter" we're ne
glecting today for the sake of guns is more 
than an expendable condiment. Our neglect 
of education and human services will put a 
heavy burden on business in the future in 
the form of shortages of skilled labor, lag
ging productivity growth, and inflationary 
pressures. 

Moreover, military projects are absorbing 
an increasing share of resources like indus
trial capacity, research and development 
funds, and scientists, engineers, and techni
cians. 

While the Japanese are marl>halling their 
research laboratories to take on our com
puter and other high-technology industries, 
our research laboratories are making new 
weapons. 

Not only that, we can already see the re
sults of this tradeoff between national pro
ductivity and military spending. 

In the last 20 years, U.S. defense spending 
averaged 7lf2 percent of GNP, while manu
facturing productivity rose an average of 2¥2 
percent in each of those years. 

Great Britain spent an average of 5lf2 per
cent on defense, while its productivity rose 
31f2 percent a year. West Germany spent 4 
percent on defense, while its productivity 
rose 51f2 percent. 

And Japan, which spent less than 1 per
cent, enjoyed a 9 percent annual increase in 
manufacturing productivity-year after 
year, in its relentless expansion into world 
markets. 

It's no coincidence that, in those years, 
Japan has amassed trade surpluses that are 
the envy of the OPEC oil producers, that 
five out of the top 10 international banks 
are now Japanese, and that its GNP some
time this year will surpass the GNP of the 
Soviet Union. 

Also the defense buildup reaches even 
more deeply as a direct cause of our massive 
federal deficits. It's not the only cause, of 
course. The over-generous tax cuts must 
share the blame. But everything else comes 
in a distant second. 

The budget deficits and high interest 
rates in turn have caused a huge trade defi
cit, which has cost two million American 
manuJacturing jobs already, and maybe an
other two million more in a few years. 

For the first time since World War I, we 
are no ionger a net creditor nation. We're 
becoming a net debtor this year. Next year, 
at the current rate, our foreign debt will be 

larger than Brazil's. And a year after that, 
our debt will be bigger than Brazil's, Argen
tina's and Mexico's combined. 

Beginning now, instead of living beyond 
our means. supported by net overseas earn
ings, we will be living below our means to 
pay our creditors back. 

More and more of our business decisions 
will be made in Tokyo and London, and not 
New York or Washington. 

In the words of Blanche DuBois, we'll 
depend on the kindness of strangers for our 
standard of living. 

Now, I happen to believe that problems 
like these are meant to be solved. And I 
think that we can, given the concern and 
the will to do it. 

We can begin by following the advice of 
the Business Roundtable, which has advo
cated a return to 3 percent real growth in 
defense spending in the next few years. 

The President and Senate Republicans 
took a small, tentative step toward that last 
week in announcing defense budget cuts, 
among many others. 

But I think we must go further by setting 
goals of, say, 5 or 6 percent of GNP for de
fense, matched by thorough reforms. They 
should include a brandnew procurement 
system, a hard look at the effectiveness of 
new weapons, cutting back the number of 
officers on active duty, and retirement 
system reforms. 

There's no earthly reason why we can't 
have a strong national defense on a budget 
that amounts to less in real dollars than we 
spent in each of our last two wars. 

Most important, we need mutual arms re
duction agreements to stop the arms race 
now underway with the Soviet Union. 

Both of us have had enough military 
might to destroy each other, and the world 
with us, for many years. It's time to come to 
our senses and to bargain seriously for new 
arms control agreements. 

In closing, if all these matters seem 
remote and arcane to you, they shouldn't 
be. 

A poster I saw recently showed a dressed
for-success Yuppie looking out her window, 
exclaiming, "Oh no, nuclear war! There goes 
my career!" 

That's an overstatement, of course. But 
your future, the future of American busi
ness, and of our society is tied very closely 
to what we decide in the next few years 
about the role of defense spending and the 
military in our country. 

I say that we strike a new balance, that we 
begin to appreciate how a more rational ap
proach can yield a more prosperous America 
and a stronger national defense. 

A quarter-century ago, President Eisen
hower had this to say, "There is no safety in 
arms alone. Our security is the total product 
of our economic, intellectual, military, and 
moral strength." 

That applies just as well today, and I urge 
you to inform yourself and to get involved 
in solving this key problem for our future. 

Thank you.e 

CONFERENCE REPORT ON H.R. 
2068 

Mr. MICA submitted the following 
conference report and statement on 
the bill <H.R. 2068) to authorize ap
propriations for fiscal years 1986 and 
1987 for the Department of State, the 
U.S . . Information Agency, the Board 
for International Broadcasting, and 
for other purposes: 

CONFERENCE REPORT (H. REPT. 99-240) 
The committee of conference on the dis

agreeing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendment of the Senate to the bill CH.R. 
2068> to authorize appropriations for fiscal 
years 1986 and 1987 for the Department of 
State, the United States Information 
Agency, the Board for International Broad
casting, and for other purposes, having met, 
after full and free conference, have agreed 
to recommend and do recommend to their 
respective Houses as follows: 

That the House recede from its disagree
ment to the amendment of the Senate and 
agree to the same with an amendment as 
follows: 

In lieu of the matter proposed to be in
serted by the Senate amendment insert the 
following: 

SECTION I. SHORT TITLE AND TABLE OF CONTENTS. 
fa) SHORT TITLE.-This Act may be cited 

as the "Foreign Relations Authorization Act, 
Fiscal Years 1986 and 1987". 

(b) TABLE OF CONTENTS.-The table of 
contents for this Act is as follows: 
Sec. 1. Short title and table of contents. 

TITLE I-DEPARTMENT OF STATE 
Sec. 101. Authorizations of appropriations. 
Sec. 102. Permanent authorizations of ap

propriations. 
Sec. 103. United Nations peacekeeping 

forces. 
Sec. 104. Security earmark. 
Sec. 105. Liaison by the National Commis

sion on Educational, Scientif
ic, and Cultural Cooperation. 

Sec. 106. Australian Bicentennial. 
Sec. 107. World Commission on Environ

ment and DevelopmenL 
Sec. 108. Earmarking of refugee assistance 

funds. 
Sec. 109. International Committee of the 

Red Cross. 
Sec. 110. Limitations on use of migration 

and refugee assistance funds. 
Sec. 111. Restrictions on foreign assistance 

not applicable to migration 
and refugee assistance. 

Sec. 112. Personal services abroad relating 
to migration and refugee as
sistance. 

Sec. 113. Audits of U.S. funds received by the 
United Nations High Commis
sioner for Refugees. 

Sec. 114. Authorized uses of appropriated 
funds. 

Sec. 115. Assistant Secretaries of State. 
Sec. 116. Under Secretary of State for Eco

nomic and Agricultural Affairs. 
Sec. 117. Detail of officers and employees. 
Sec. 118. Certain individuals employed 

abroad deemed to be employees 
of United States for certain 
purposes. 

Sec. 119. Appointments to the Senior For
eign Ser'I.Jice by the Secretary of 
Commerce. 

Sec. 120. Pilot project for Foreign Service as
sociates. 

Sec. 121. Feasibility study of a lateral entry 
program into the Foreign Serv
ice for businessmen and farm
ers. 

Sec. 122. Health care benefits. 
Sec. 123. Foreign Service Institute facilities. 
Sec. 124. International Center. 
Sec. 125. Special agents. 
Sec. 126. Extraordinary protective services 

for foreign missions. 
Sec. 127. Protecting United States interests 

under the Foreign Missions 
Act. 
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Sec. 1 ?.8. Peaceful resolution of internation

al disputes. 
Sec. 129. Furnishing of excess Government

owned property by the Secre
tary of State. 

Sec. 130. Official residence of Secretary of 
State. 

Sec. 131. Strengthening the personnel system 
of the Bureau of International 
Narcotics Matters. 

Sec. 132. Sharing of information concerning 
drug traffickers. 

Sec. 133. Extradition treaties. 
Sec. 134. Establishment of a travel advisory 

on the state of Jalisco, Mexico. 
Sec. 135. Commendation of Ambassador to 

Mexico. 
Sec. 136. Soviet employees at United States 

diplomatic and consular mis
sions in the Soviet Union. 

Sec. 13 7. Responsibility of United States 
missions abroad to provide 
support for United States busi
nesses. 

Sec. 138. Responsibility of United States 
missions to promote freedom of 
the press abroad. 

Sec. 139. Emergency telephone service at 
U.S. consular offices. 

Sec. 140. Responsibilities of United States 
representatives to internation
al organizations. 

Sec. 141. United States responsibilities for 
employees of the United Na
tions. 

Sec. 142. United States contributions to the 
United Nations if Israel ex
pelled. 

Sec. 143. United Nations organizations 
reform in budget procedures. 

Sec. 144. Limitation on assessed payments 
to the United Nations. 

Sec. 145. International Jute Organiza.tion. 
Sec. 146. INTELSAT. 
Sec. 147. Soviet and Communist disin!orma

tion and press manipulation. 
Sec. 148. Murder of Major Arthur D. Nichol

son, Junior. 
Sec. 149. Inter-American cooperation in 

space, science, and technology. 
Sec. 150. Department of State Inspector Gen

eraL 
Sec. 151. Employees of the United Nations. 
Sec. 152. Representation of minorities and 

women in the Foreign Service. 
Sec. 153. Board of the Foreign Service. 
Sec. 154. Damages resulting from delays in 

the construction of the United 
States embassy in Moscow. 

TITLE II-UNITED STATES 
INFORMATION AGENCY 

Sec. 201. Authorization of appropriations. 
Sec. 202. Modernization of Voice of America. 
Sec. 203. Radio broadcasting to Cuba. 
Sec. 204. Funds for educational and cultural 

exchanges. 
Sec. 205. Funds for worldwide book program 

initiative. 
Sec. 296. Funds for exchange activities asso

ciated with the 1987 Pan Amer
ican Games. 

Sec. 207. Funds for international games for 
the handicapped. 

Sec. 208. Ban on domestic activities by the 
USIA. 

Sec. 209. Private sector funding for USIA's 
private sector program. 

Sec. 210. National Endowment for Democra
cy. 

Sec. 211. Promoting democracy and an end 
to the apartheid policies in 
South Africa. 

Sec. 212. Distribution within the United 
States of the USIA film entitled 

"Hal David: Expressing a Feel
ing". 

Sec. 213. Distribution within the United 
States of three USIA films relat
ing to Afghanistan. 

Sec. 214. Notification of program grants. 
TITLE III-BOARD FOR 

INTERNATIONAL BROADCASTING 
Sec. 301. Authorization of appropriations. 
Sec. 302. Improvement of facilities. 
Sec. 303. Radio Free Afghanistan. 
Sec. 304. Management of RFE/RL, Incorpo

rated. 
Sec. 305. Role of the Secretary of State. 
Sec. 306. Task force with respect to broad

casts to Soviet Jewry. 
TITLE IV-THE ASIA FOUNDATION 

Sec. 401. Authorization of appropriations. 
TITLE V-IRAN CLAIMS SETTLEMENT 

Sec. 501. Receipt and determination of cer-
tain claims. 

Sec. 502. Deductions from arbitral awards. 
Sec. 503. En bloc settlement. 
Sec. 504. Reimbursement to the Federal Re

serve Board of New York. 
Sec. 505. Confidentiality of records. 
TITLE VI-UNITED STATES SCHOLAR

SHIP PROGRAM FOR 
DEVELOPING COUNTRIES 

Sec. 601. Statement of purpose. 
Sec. 602. Findings and declarations of 

policy. 
Sec. 603. Scholarship program authority. 
Sec. 604. Gvidelines. 
Sec. 605. A1.thority to enter into agreements. 
Sec. 60 · ..,olicy regarding other internation-

al educational programs. 
Sec. .• · 'Lblishment and maintenance of 

-::ounseling services. 
Sec. 608. Bt. !-:.; ·d of Foreign Scholarships. 
Sec. 609. General authorities. 
Sec. 610. English teaching, textbooks, and 

other teaching materials. 
Sec. 611. Reporting requirement. 
Sec. 612. Funding of scholarships for fiscal 

year 1986 and fiscal year 1987. 
Sec. 613. Latin American exchanges. 
Sec. 614. Feasibility study of trainin$? pro

grams in sizable Hispanic pop
ulations. 

Sec. 615. Compliance with Congressional 
Budget Act. 

TITLE VII-ARMS CONTROL AND 
DISARMAMENT 

Sec. 701. Supplemental authorization of ap
prop?'iations for fiscal year 
1985. 

Sec. 702. Authorization of appropriations 
for fiscal years 1986 and 1987. 

Sec. 703. Reports on adherence to and com
pliance w-ith agreements. 

Sec. 704. Pay for Deputy Director and Assist
ant Directors. 

Sec. 705. New building in Geneva for the use 
of the United States arms con
trol negotiating teams. 

Sec. 706. Study of measures to enhance crisis 
stability and controL 

Sec. 707. i'olicy toward banning chemical 
weapons. 

Sec. 708. Policy regarding a joint study by 
the United States and the 
Soviet Union of the conse
quences of nuclear winter. 

TITLE VIII-MISCELLANEOUS 
PROVISIONS 

Sec. 801. Termination of national emergen
cies by joint resolution. 

Sec. 802. United States Institute of Peace. 
Sec. 803. Ex gratia payment to the Govern

ment of Switzerland. 

Sec. 804. Policy toward application of the 
Yalta Agreement. 

Sec. 805. Policy toward treatment of Soviet 
Pentecostals. 

Sec. 806. Democracy on Taiwan. 
Sec. 807. Increase United States-China 

trade. 
Sec. 808. Use of United States owned rupees. 
Sec. 809. Refugees in Thailand. 
Sec. 810. Policy regarding foreign exchange 

intervention. 
Sec. 811. Commending Mayor Teddy Kollek 

of Jerusalem. 
Sec. 812. Japan-United States security rela

tionship and efforts by Japan 
to fulfill self-defense responsi
bilities. 

Sec. 813. Diplomatic equivalence and reci
procity. 

Sec. 814. United States International Nar
cotics Control Commission. 

TITLE I-DEPARTMENT OF STATE 
SEC. 101. AUTHORIZATIONS OF APPROPRIATIONS. 

The following amounts are authorized to 
be appropriated for the Department of State 
to carry out the authorities, Junctions, 
duties, and responsibilities in the conduct of 
the foreign affairs of the United States and 
for other purposes authorized by law: 

(1) ADMINISTRATION OF FOREIGN AFF.AIRS.
For "Administration of Foreign Affairs", 
$1,828,088,000 for the fiscal year 1986 and 
$1,873,790,000 for the fiscal year 1987. 

(2) INTERNATIONAL ORGANIZATIONS AND CON
FERENCES.-For "International Organiza
tions and Conferences': $534,074,000 for the 
fiscal year 1986 and $534,074,000 for the 
fiscal year 1987. 

(3) INTERNATIONAL COMMi'SSIONS.-For 
"International Commissions", $28,704,000 
for the fiscal year 1986 and $25,824,000 for 
the fiscal year 1987. 

(4) MIGRATION AND REFUGEE A.SSISTANCE.
For "Migration and Refugee Assistance", 
$344,730,000 for the fiscal year 1986 and 
$344,730,000 for the fiscal year 1987. 

(5) BILATERAL SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY 
AGREEMENTS.-For "United States Bilateral 
Science and Technology Agreements", 
$2,000,000 for the fiscal year 1986 and 
$2,000,000 for the fiscal year 198 7. 

(6) SOVIET-EAST EUROPEAN RESEARCH AND 
TRAINING.-For "Soviet-East European Re
search and Training", $4,800,000 for the 
fiscal year 1986 and $5,000,000 for the fiscal 
year 1987. 
SEC. /OZ. PERMANENT AUTHORIZATIONS OF APPRO· 

PRIATIONS. 
(a) OTHER AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIA· 

TIONS.-
(1) Except for authorizations cited in 

paragraph f2J, the only amounts authorized 
to be appropriated for any fiscal year for the 
accounts described in section 101 are those 
amounts specifically authorized to be appro
priated for those accounts. 

f2) The other authorizations of appropria
tions referred to in paragraph f 1 J are those 
contained in section 24 of the State Depart
ment Basic Authorities Act of 1956 f22 
U.S.C. 2696), relating to increases in em
ployee benefits authorized by law and to ad
verse fluctuations in foreign currency ex
change rates and overseas wage and price 
changes, and in sect·ion 821 of the Foreign 
Service Act of 1980 f22 U.S. C. 4061J, relating 
to the Foreign Service Retirement and Dis
ability Fund. 

(b) NOTIFICATION TO AUTHORIZING COMMIT
TEES OF CERTAIN REQUESTS FOR APPROPRIA
TIONS.-/n any fiscal year, whenever the Sec
retary of State submits to the Congress a re
quest for appropriations pursuant to the au-

' 
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thorizations described in subsection faH2J, 
the Secretary shall notify the Committee on 
Foreign Affairs of the House of Representa
tives and the Committee on Foreign Rela
tions of the Senate of such request. 
SEC. JOJ. UNITED NATIONS PEACEKEEPING FORCES. 

The Act entitled "An Act to authorize 
United States payments to the United Na
tions tor expenses of the United Nations 
peacekeeping forces in the Middle East, and 
tor other purposes': approved June 19, 1975 
(89 Stat. 216), is amended by striking out 
"there is hereby authorized to be appropri
ated to the Department of State" and insert
ing in lieu thereof the following: " the Secre
tary of State may, to the extent funds are 
authorized and appropriated tor this pur
pose, make payments of". 
SEC. 101. SECURITY EARMARK 

OJ the amounts authorized to be appropri
ated tor "Administration of Foreign Affairs" 
by section 101f1J, not less than $311,000,000 
tor the fiscal year 1986 shall be available 
only for security-related capital projects and 
improvements and the salaries and expenses 
associated with security-related personneL 
SEC. 105. LIAISON BY THE NATIONAL COMMISSION 

ON EDUCATIONAL, SCIENTIFIC, AND 
CULTURAL COOPERATION. 

Of the amounts authorized to be appropri
ated tor "Administration of Foreign Affairs" 
by section 101f1J, $250,000 for fiscal year 
1986 and $250,000 tor the fiscal year 1987 
shall be made available to the National 
Commission on Educational, Scientific, and 
Cultural Cooperation in order to enable the 
Commission to maintain a liaison between 
the United States Government, the United 
States educational, scientific, cultural, and 
communications communities, and the 
United Nations Educational, Scientific, and 
Cultural Organization fUNESCOJ. 
SEC. 106. AUSTRALIAN BICENTENNIAL. 

fa) FINDING.-The Congress finds that the 
American-Australian Bicentennial Founda
tion, a private, nonprofit corporation estab
lished in 1983 tor the purpose of coordinat
ing all United States official and private 
participation in the 1988 Australian Bicen
tennial celebration, deserves and needs fi
nancial support to effectively carry out that 
purpose. 

(b) GRANT TO AMERICAN-AUSTRALIAN BICEN
TENNIAL FOUNDATION.-From the amounts au
thorized to be appropriated tor "Administra
tion of Foreign Affairs" by section 101f1J, 
the Secretary of State may make a grant in 
each of the fiscal years 1986 and 1987 to the 
American-Australian Bicentennial Founda
tion in support of its programs and oper
ations to prepare tor United States partici
pation in the Australian Bicentennial cele
bration. 

(c) AUTHOR.'TY OF USIA NOT AFFECTED.
Subsection (b) shall not be construed to 
affect the authority delegated to the Director 
of the United States In/ormation Agency 
under section 102fa)(3J of the Mutual Edu
cation and Cultural Exchange Act of 1961 
f22 U.S.C. 2452faH3JJ. 
SEC. 107. WORLD COMMISSION ON ENVIRONMENT 

AND DEVELOPMENT. 
Of the amounts authorized to be appropri

ated tor "International Organizations and 
Conferences" by section 101(2), $750,000 tor 
each of the fiscal years 1986 and 1987 shall 
be available only tor a voluntary contribu
tion to the World Commission on Environ
ment and Development. 
SEC. 108. EARMARKING OF REFUGEE ASSISTANCE 

FUNDS. 
Of the amounts authorized to be appropri

ated/or "Migration and Refugee Assistance" 
by section 101f4J-

flJ $12,500,000 tor the fiscal year 1986 and 
$25,000,000 tor the fiscal year 1987 shall be 
available only for assistance tor refugees re
settling in Israel,· 

(2) $56,000,000 tor the fiscal year 1986 and 
$56,000,000 tor the fiscal year 1987 shall be 
available only tor assistance for African ref
ugees; and 

f3J $2,500,000 tor the fiscal year 1986 and 
$1,750,000 tor the fiscal year 1987 shall be 
available to combat piracy in the Gulf of 
Thailand, tor assistance to pirate victims, to 
promote the rescue of refugees in distress at 
sea in Southeast Asia, and to strengthen pro
tection measures for Indochinese boat refu
gees. 
SEC. 109. INTERNATIONAL COMMI1TEE OF THE RED 

CROSS. 
raJ FINDINGS.-The Congress finds that-
( 1 J the International Committee of the 

Red Cross carries out humanitarian mis
sions vital to the United States, including

fA) the promulgation and implementation 
of international humanitarian law,· 

fBJ the protection of prisoners of war and 
of noncombatants in time of conJZict; 

fCJ the protection of political prisoners; 
fDJ assistance in tracing persons who 

have disappeared in conJZicts or tor political 
reasons; 

f EJ the provision of medicine, food, and 
essential assistance to refugees and other 
victims of man-made disasters; and 

fFJ assistance in family reunification,· 
f2J the scope and number of activities car

ried out by the International Committee of 
the Red Cross have, as a result of recent 
global developments, necessarily increased; 
and 

( 3) there is an urgent need for increased 
support from the international community 
for the regular budget and special appeals of 
the International Committee of the Red 
Cross. 

(b) UNITED STATES POLICY.-lt is the policy 
of the United States-

( 1J to contribute to the International Com
mittee of the Red Cross, in any financial 
year, an amount not less than 20 percent of 
the regular budget of the International Com
mittee of the Red Cross; and 

(2) to support generously the special ap
peals made by the International Committee 
of the Red Cross. 

(c) EARMARKING.-0/ the amounts author
ized to be appropriated tor "Migration and 
Refugee Assistance" by section 101(4), not 
less than $4,500,000 tor each of the fiscal 
years 1986 and 1987 shall be available only 
tor contribution to the regular budget of the 
International Committee of the Red Cross. 

(d) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.-Section 105 
of the Foreign Relations Authorization Act, 
Fiscal Year 1978, is repealed. 
SEC. llO. LIMITATIONS ON USE OF MIGRATION AND 

REFUGEE ASSISTANCE FUNDS. 
Of the amounts authorized to be appropri

ated for "Migration and Refugee Assistance" 
by section 101(4), not more than $2,000,000 
tor the fiscal year 1986 and not more than 
$2,000,000 tor the fiscal year 1987 may be 
used tor enhanced reception and placement 
services. 
SEC. 111. RESTRICTIONS ON FOREIGN ASSISTANCE 

NOT APPLICABLE TO MIGRATION AND 
REFUGEE ASSISTANCE. 

Section 2 of the Migration and Refugee As
sistance Act of 1962 f22 U.S.C. 2601J is 
amended by adding at the end thereof the 
following new subsection: 

"(/) The President may furnish assistance 
and make contributions under this Act not
withstanding any provision of law which re
stricts assistance to foreign countries.". 

SEC. JJZ. PERSONAL SERVICES ABROAD RELATING 
TO MIGRATION AND REFUGEE ASSIST· 
ANCE. 

fa) AUTHORITY.-Section 5fa) of the Migra
tion and Refugee Assistance Act of 1962 (22 
U.S.C. 2605) is amended-

(lJ by striking out "and" at the end of 
paragraph f5J; 

(2) by redesignating existing paragraph 
(6) as paragraph (7),· and 

(3) by inserting after paragraph f5) the fol
lowing new paragraph (6): 

"(6) contracting tor personal services 
abroad, and individuals employed by con
tract to perform such services shall not be 
considered to be employees of the United 
States tor purposes of any law administered 
by the Office of Personnel Management, 
except that the Secretary of State may deter
mine the applicability to such individuals 
of section 2f/) of the State Department Basic 
Authorities Act of 1956 (22 U.S.C. 2669(/)) 
and of any other law administered by the 
Secretary concerning the employment of 
such individuals abroad,· and". 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.-Authority provided 
by the amendment made by subsection raJ 
shall only apply with respect to funds appro
priated after the date of the enactment of 
this Act. 
SEC. llJ. AUDITS OF U.S. FUNDS RECEIVED BY THE 

UNITED NATIONS HIGH COMMISSIONER 
FOR REFUGEES. 

The Migration and Refugee Assistance Act 
of 1962 f22 U.S.C. 2601 et seq.) is amended 
by adding at the end thereof the following 
new section: 
"SEC. 8. AUDITS OF U.S. FUNDS RECEIVED BY THE 

UNITED NATIONS HIGH COMMISSIONER 
FOR REFUGEES. 

"(a) PROGRAM AUDITS.-Funds may not be 
made available to the United Nations High 
Commissioner tor Refugees under this or 
any other Act unless by June 1, 1986, the 
High Commissioner provides Jor-

"(1) annual program audits by an inde
pendent consultant, as selected by the Exec
utive Committee of the United Nations High 
Commissioner tor Refugees, to determine the 
use of such funds, including audits of the 
use of such funds by private and voluntary 
organizations,· and 

"(2) such audits to be made available 
through the Executive Committee to the De
partment of State and tor inspection by the 
Comptroller General of the United States. 

"(b) INSPECTION AND REPORT BY COMPTROL
LER GENERAL.-The Comptroller General of 
the United States shall inspect each such 
audit and submit a report of that inspection 
to the Congress. 

"(c) FIRST PROGRAM AUDIT.-The first pro
gram audit pursuant to subsection faHlJ 
shall begin not later than June 1, 1986. ". 
SEC. JU. AlJTHORIZED USES OF APPROPRIATED 

FUNDS. 

Section 2 of the State Department Basic 
Authorities Act of 1956 (22 U.S.C. 2669) is 
amended in the text preceding paragraph 
fa) by striking out ", when funds are appro
priated therefor, may" and inserting in lieu 
thereof "may use funds appropriated or oth
erwise available to the Secretary to". 
SEC. 115. ASSISTANT SECRETARIES OF STATE. 

(a) NUMBER OF ASSISTANT SECRETARIES.
The first section of the Act entitled "An Act 
to strengthen and improve the organization 
and administration of the Department of 
State, and tor other purposes", approved 
May 26, 1949 f22 U.S.C. 2652), is amended by 
striking out "thirteen" and inserting in lieu 
thereof "fourteen". 
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(b) POSITIONS AT LEVEL IV OF THE EXECU

TIV~ PAY SCHEDULE.-Section 5315 of title 5, 
Untted States Code, is amended-

(1) by striking out "Director, Bureau of 
Intelligence and Research, Department of 
State. "; and 

f2J by striking out "f13J" following '~s
sistant Secretaries of State" and inserting 
in lieu thereof "(14)". 
SEC. l/6. UNDER SECRETARY OF STATE FOR ECO

NOMIC AND AGRICULTURAL AFFAIRS. 
fa) REDESJGNATION.-The first section O/ 

the Act entitled '~n Act to strengthen and 
improve the organization and administra
tion of the _-,epartment of State, and for 
other purposes", approvl!d May 26, 1949 (22 
U.S. C. 2652), is amended by striking out 
"Under Secretary of State for Economic Af
fairs" and inserting in lieu thereof "Under 
Secretary of State for Economic and Agri
cultural Affairs". 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.-Section 5314 
of title 5, United States Code, is amended by 
striking out "Under Secretary of State for 
Economic Affairs" and inserting in lieu 
thereof "Under Secretary of State for Eco
nomic and Agricultural Affairs". 
SEC. l/1. DETAIL OF OFFICERS AND EMPLOYEES. 

Sectior.. 11 f aJ of the Department of State 
Appropriations Authorization Act of 1973 
(22 U.S.C. 2685fa)J is amended by inserting 
in the second sentence ajter "does not exceed 
one year," tlte following: "or if the number 
of officers and employees so detailed, as
signed, or otherwise made available at any 
one time does not exceed fifteen and the 
period of any such detail. assignment, or 
availability of an officer or employee does 
not exceed two years,". 
SEC. l/8. CERTAIN INDIVIDUALS EMPLOYED ABROAD 

DEEMED TO BE EMPLOYEES OF 
UNITED STATES FOR CERTAIN PUR
POSES. 

fa) AUTHoRITY.-Section 2fcJ of the State 
Department Basic Authorities Act of 1956 
(22 U.S.C. 2669fcJJ is amended by inserting 
before the semicolon "for purposes of any 
law administered by the Office of Personnel 
Management fexcept that the Secretary may 
determine the applicability to such individ
uals of subsection ff) and of any other law 
administered by the Secretary concerning 
the employment of such individuals 
abroad)". 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.-Authority provided 
by the amendment made by subsection fa) 
shall only apply with respect to funds appro
priated ajter the date of the enactment of 
this Act. 
SEC. 119. APPOINTMENTS TO THE SENIOR FOREIGN 

SERVICE BY THE SECRETARY OF COM
MERCE. 

(a) LIMITED APPOINTMENT TO SENIOR FOR
EIGN SERVICE IN DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE.
Section 305 of the Foreign Service Act of 
1980 f22 U.S.C. 3945) is amended by adding 
at the end thereof the following new subsec
tion: 

"fc)(1J Appointments to the Senior For
eign Service by the Secretary of Commerce 
shall be excluded in the calculation and ap
plication of the limitation in subsection fbJ. 

"f2J Except as provided in paragraph (3), 
no more than one individual (other than an 
individual with reemployment rights under 
section 310 as a career appointee in the 
Senior Executive Service) may serve under a 
limited appointment in the Senior Foreign 
Service in the Department of Commerce at 
any time. 

"( 3) The Secretary of Commerce may ap
point an individual to a limited appoint
ment in the Senior Foreign Service for a spe
cific position abroad if-
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"fA) no career member of the Service who 
has the necessary qualifications is available 
to serve in the position; and 

"fBJ the individual appointed has unique 
qualifications for the specific position. ". 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.-Section 
2403fcJ of such Act (22 U.S.C. 3901 note) is 
repealed. 

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.-The amendments 
made by subsections fa) and fb) shall take 
effect on October 1, 1985. 
SEC. JZO. PILOT PROJECT FOR FOREIGN SERVICE AS

SOCIATES. 
(a) SENSE OF CONGRESS.-lt is the sense of 

the Congress that the national interest of the 
United States would be well served by 
making more productive use in United 
States missions abroad of the resources that 
spouses of American personnel assigned to 
missions abroad are qualified to provide. 

(b) PILOT PROJECT.-(!) The Secretary of 
State is authorized to design, conduct, and 
evaluate a pilot project to test appropriate 
means of increasing employment of quali
fied spouses of American personnel assigned 
to United States missions. The intent of the 
pilot project shall be to construct a feasible 
program within which spouses' education, 
training, and relevant work experience can 
be used effectively within the mission and in 
the furthering of United States interests in 
the host country. 

(2) The Secretary shall conduct the pilot 
project described in paragraph ( 1J in ac
cordance with section 311fb) of the Foreign 
Service Act of 1980 f22 U.S. C. 3951fb)). 

(C) COMMENCEMENT OF DESIGN PHASE.-The 
Secretary shall undertake the design phase 
of the pilot project upon the enactment of 
this Act. 

fdJ REPORT.-The Secretary shall report to 
the Congress by February 1, 1986, on the 
design of the project and plans for its imple
mentation and evaluation. The report shall 
include an evaluation of the effects of the 
pilot program on the full-time career posi
tions in the Foreign Service and on the posi
tions for foreign service nationals. 
SEC. IZI. FEASIBIUTY STUDY OF A LATERAL ENTRY 

PROGRAM INTO THE FOREIGN SERVICE 
FOR BUSINESSMEN AND FARMERS. 

fa) STUDY.-The Secretary of State shall 
conduct a comprehensive study on the feasi
bility and desirability of creating a program 
of lateral entry into the Foreign Service for 
American businessmen, farmers, and other 
occupations. This study shall analyze the 
need for such a program by determining 
whether or not the personnel of the Foreign 
Service is composed of many people with a 
diversity of backgrounds such as business, 
farming, or other endeavors. The study shall 
also analyze the costs of putting such a pro
gram into effect. 

fbJ REPORT.-The Secretary of State shall 
report the results of such a study to the Con
gress no later than 180 days ajter the date of 
the enactment of this Act. 
SEC. IZZ. HEALTH CARE BENEFITS. 

Section 904 of the Foreign Service Act of 
1980 (22 U.S. C. 4084) is amended-

(1) in subsection fa), by striking out 
"may" and inserting in lieu thereof "shall"; 

f2) in subsection fb), by inserting ", and 
other preventive and remedial care and 
services as necessary, " ajter "inoculations 
or vaccinations"; and 

f3J by amending subsection fdJ to read as 
follows: 

"fd) If an individual eligible for health 
care under this section incurs an illness, 
injury, or medical condition which requires 
treatment while assigned to a post abroad or 
located overseas pursuant to Government 

authorization, the Secretary may pay the 
cost of such treatment. ". 
SEC. JZJ. FOREIGN SERVICE INSTITUTE FACILITIES. 

fa) PURPOSE.-The purpose of this section 
is to promote comprehensive training to 
meet the foreign relations and national se
curity objectives of the United States and to 
provide facilities designed for that purpose 
to assure cost efficient training. 

(b) CONSTRUCTION OF TRAINING FACTLITIES.
The Administrator of General Services may 
construct a consolidated training facility 
for the Foreign Service Institute on a site 
made available by the Secretary of State or 
acquired by the Administrator of General 
Services. Such site shall be located outside 
the District of Columbia but within reason
able proximity to the Department of State. 
The Administrator of General Services may 
carry out this subsection only to the extent 
that funds are provided in advance in ap
propriation Acts to the Department of State 
and are transferred to the Administrator of 
General Services for carrying out this sec
tion. 

(c) USE OF FUNDS.-(1) OJ amounts author
ized to be appropriated to the Department of 
State for fiscal years 1986 and 1987 for '~d
ministration of Foreign Affairs" by section 
101f1J, a total of not to exceed $11,000,000 
may be transferred by the Secretary of State 
to the Administrator of General Services for 
carrying out feasibility studies, site acquisi
tion, and design, architectural. and engi
neering planning under subsection fbJ of 
this section. 

f2J OJ amounts authorized to be appropri
ated to the Department of State for fiscal 
years beginning ajter September 30, 1987, for 
"Administration of Foreign Affairs", a total 
not to exceed $50,000,000 may be tranVerred 
by the Secretary of State to the Administra
tor of General Services for carrying out con
struction under subsection fb) of this sec
tion. 

f 3) Funds may not be obligated for con
struction of a facility under this section 
before the end of the period of 30 days of 
continuous session of Congress beginning 
on the date on which plans and estimates 
developed to carry out this section are sub
mitted to the Committees on Foreign Affairs 
and Public Works and Transportation of the 
House of Representatives and the Commit
tees on Foreign Relations and Environment 
and Public Works of the Senate. In deter
mining days of continuous session of Con
gress for purposes of this paragraph-

fA) continuity of session is broken only by 
an adjournment of Congress sine die,· and 

fBJ the days on which either House is not 
in session because of an adjournment of 
more than 3 days to a day certain are ex
cluded in the determination. 
If both Houses of Congress are not in session 
on the day any plans and estimates are sub
mitted to such committees, such submittal 
shall be deemed to have been submitted on 
the first succeeding day on which both 
Houses are in session. If all such committees 
do not receive a submittal on the same day, 
such period shall not begin until the date on 
which all such committees have received it. 

(d) JURISDICTION AND CUSTODY.-The facili
ty constructed under this section and the 
site of such facility shall be under jurisdic
tion and in the custody of the Administrator 
of General Services. 

(e) OPERATION, MAINTENANCE, SECURITY, AL
TERATION, AND REPAIR.-(1) The Administra
tor of General Services shall delegate, in ac
cordance with section 205 of the Federal 
Property and Administrative Services Act of 
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1949 (40 U.S.C. 486) and section 15 of the 
Public Buildings Act of 1959 f40 U.S.C. 614), 
to the Secretary of State responsibility tor 
the operation, maintenance, and security of 
and alterations and repairs to the facility 
constructed pursuant to this section, provid
ed the facility is used by the Secretary tor 
the purposes authorized by this section. 

f2J Not later than three months after occu
pancy of such facility, the Secretary of State 
and the Administrator of General Services 
shall each submit a report to the Committee 
on Foreign Affairs and the Committee on 
Public Works and Transportation of the 
House of Representatives, and to the Com
mittee on Foreign Relations and the Com
mittee on Environment and Public Works of 
the Senate, on the delegation of res_ponsibil
ity, pursuant to paragraph (1J, tor the oper
ation, maintenance, and security of and al
terations and repairs to the facility con
structed pursuant to this section. 

(/) EXEMPTION FROM PAYMENT OF 
CHARGES.-(1J Except as provided in para
graph (2), the Department of State shall be 
exempt from the charges required by section 
21 O(j) of the Federal Property and Adminis
trative Services Act of 1949 (40 U.S. C. 490(j)) 
for the use of the facility constructed under 
this section tor the Foreign Service Insti
tute. 

(2) The Administrator of General Services 
shall charge the Department of State under 
such section 21 O(j) for the costs of any oper
ation, maintenance, repairs, or alterations 
of such facility carried out by the Adminis
trator of General Services. 
SEC. IU.INTERNATIONAL CENTER. 

The International Center Act is amend
ed-

(1) in section 2-
fA) by striking out "Administrator of Gen

eral Services" and inserting in lieu thereof 
"Secretary of State, in consultation with the 
Administrator of General Services,·:· and 

fBJ by striking out "conveyed pursuant 
to" and inserting in lieu thereof "described 
in"; and 

f2J in section 4-
fAJ by redesignating clauses fa) through 

fe) as clauses f1) through (5), respectively, 
and by redesignating clause f!J as clause f7 J; 

fBJ by inserting "fa)" after "SEc. 4. "; 
fCJ by striking out "and" at the end of 

cla.use (5), as redesignated by subparagraph 
fAJ, and inserting alter such clause f5J the 
following: "(6) facilities for security and 
maintenance, and"; and 

fDJ by adding at the end of such section 
the following new subsection: 

"fbJ The Sf ~retary of State shall periodi
cally advise the Committees on Foreign Af
fairs and Public Works and Transportation 
of the House of Representatives and the 
Committee on Foreign Relations of the 
Senate on construction of facilities tor secu
rity or maintenance under this section.". 
SEC. IZS. SPECIAL AGENTS. 

(a) AUTHORITY RELATING TO INVESTIGATIONS, 
PROTECTION, ARRESTS, AND CARRYING FIRE
ARMS.-Title I of the State Department Basic 
Authorities Act of 1956 is amended by redes
ignating section 3'! as section 38 and by in
serting the following new section 37 after 
section 36: 
"SEC. 37. SPECIAL AGENTS. 

"(a) GENERAL AUTHORITY.-Under such reg
ulations as the Secretary of State may pre
scribe, special agents of the Department of 
State and the Foreign Service may-

"(1) conduct investigations concerning il
legal passport or visa issuance or use; 

"f2J tor the purpose of conducting such in
vestigations-

"fAJ obtain and execute search and arrest 
warrants, and 

"fBJ obtain and serve subpoenas and sum
monses issued under the authority of the 
United States; 

"(3) protect and perform protective Junc
tions directly related to maintaining the se
curity and safety of-

"( A) heads of a foreign state, official repre
sentatives of a foreign government, and 
other distinguished visitors to the United 
States, while in the United States; 

"fBJ the Secretary of State, Deputy Secre
tary of State, and official representatives of 
the United States Government, in the 
United States or abroad; 

"fCJ members of the immediate family of 
persons described in subparagraph fAJ or 
fBJ; and 

"fD) foreign missions fas defined in sec
tion 202faH4J of this ActJ and international 
organizations (as defined in section 209fbJ 
of this ActJ, within the United States; 

"(4) if designated by the Secretary and 
qualified, under regulations approved by the 
Attorney General, tor the use of firearms, 
carry firearms tor the purpose of performing 
the duties authorized by this section; and 

"(5) arrest without warrant any person for 
a violation of section 111, 112, 351, 911, 970, 
1001, 1028, 1541, 1542, 1543, 1544, 1545, or 
1546 of title 18, United States Code-

"( A) in the case of a felony violation, if the 
special agent has reasonable grounds to be
lieve that such person-

"fiJ has committed or is committing such 
violation; and 

"fiiJ is in or is fl,eeing from the immediate 
area of such violation; and 

"fBJ in the case of a felony or misdemean
or violation, if the violation is committed in 
the presence of the special agent. 

"(b) AGREEMENT WJ77{ ATTORNEY GENERAL 
AND FIREARMS REGULATIONS.-

"(1) AGREEMENT WJ77{ ATTORNEY GENERAL.
The authority con/erred by paragraphs (1), 
(2), f4J, and f5J of subsection fa) shall be ex
ercised subject to an agreement with the At
torney General and shall not be construed to 
affect the investigative authority of any 
other Federal law enforcement agency. 

"(2) FIREARMS REGULATIONS.-The Secretary 
of State shall prescribe regulations, which 
shall be approved by the Attorney General, 
with respect to the carrying and use of /ire
arms by special agents under this section. 

"(c) SECRET SERVICE NOT AFFECTED.-Noth
ing in subsection faH3J shall be construed to 
preclude or limit in any way the authority 
of the United States Secret Service to pro
vide protective services pursuant to section 
202 of title 3, United States Code, or section 
3056 of title 18, United States Code, at a 
level commensurate with protective require
ments as determined by the United States 
Secret Service. The Secretary of State, the At
torney General, and the Secretary of the 
Treasury shall enter into an interagency 
agreement with respect to their law enforce
ment Junctions. 

"(d) TRANSMISSION OF REGULATIONS TO CON
GRESS.-The Secretary of State shall trans
mit the regulations prescribed under this 
section to the Committee on Foreign Affairs 
and the Committee on the Judiciary of the 
House of Representatives and the Commit
tee on Foreign Relations of the Senate not 
less than 20 days be/ore the date on which 
such regulations take effect.". 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.-Section 32 O/ 
the State Department Basic Authorities Act 
of 1956 f22 U.S. C. 2704) is amended by strik
ing out "security officers" and inserting in 
lieu thereof "special agents". 

(C) REPEAL OF EXISTING AUTHORITY.-Sec
tion 4 of the Act entitled "An Act to provide 
authority to protect heads of foreign states 
and other officials" approved A·ugust 27, 
1964 f22 U.S.C. 2667), and the Act entitled 
"An Act to authorize certain officers and 
employees of the Department of State and 
the Foreign Service to carry firearms" ap
proved June 28, 1955 (22 U.S.C. 2666), are re
pealed. 
SEC. IZ6. EXTRAORDINARY PROTECTIVE SERVICES 

FOR FOREIGN MISSIONS. 
(a) PERMANENT AUTHORIZATION.-Title II of 

the State Department Basic Authorities Act 
of 1956 f22 U.S.C. 4301 et seq.) is amended 
by adding at the end thereof the following: 
"SEC. ZU. EXTRAORDINARY PROTECTIVE SERVICES. 

"fa) GENERAL AUTHoRITY.-The Secretary 
may provide extraordinary protective serv
ices for foreign missions directly, by con
tract, or through State or local authority to 
the extent deemed necessary by the Secretary 
in carrying out this title, except that the 
Secretary may not provide under this sec
tion any protective services tor which au
thority exists to provide such services under 
sections 202(7 J and 208 of title 3, United 
States Code. 

"(b) REQUIREMENT OF EXTRAORDINARY CIR· 
CUMSTANCES.-The Secretary may provide 
funds to a State or local authority tor pro
tective services under this section only if the 
Secretary has determined that a threat of vi
olence, or other circumstances, exists which 
requires extraordinary security measures 
which exceed those which local law entorc
ment agencies can reasonably be expected to 
take. 

"(c) CONSULTATION WJ77{ CONGRESS BEFORE 
OBLIGATION OF FUNDS.-Funds may be obli
gated under this section only alter regula
tions to implement this section have been 
issued by the Secretary alter consultation 
with appropriate committees of the Con
gress. 

"(d) RESTRICTIONS ON USE OF FUNDS.-0/ 
the funds made available tor obligation 
under this section in any fiscal year-

"(1) not more than 20 percent may be obli
gated tor protective services within any 
single State during that year; and 

"(2) not less than 15 percent shall be re
tained as a reserve tor protective services 
provided directly by the Secretary or tor ex
penditures in local jurisdictions not other
wise covered by an agreement tor protective 
services under this section. 
The limitations on funds available tor obli
gation in this subsection shall not apply to 
unobligated funds during the final quarter 
of any fiscal year. 

"(e) PERIOD OF AGREEMENT WJ77{ STATE OR 
LoCAL AUTHORITY.-Any agreement with a 
State or local authority tor the provision of 
protective services under this section shall 
be tor a period of not to exceed 90 days in 
any calendar year, but such agreements may 
be renewed alter review by the Secretary. 

"(/) REQUIREMENT FOR APPROPRLtTIONS.
Contracts may be entered into in carrying 
out ~'!.is section only to such extent or in 
such amounts as are provided in advance in 
appropriation Acts. 

"(g) WORKING CAPITAL FUND.-Amounts 
used to carry out this section shall not be 
subject to section 208fhJ. ". 

(b) SECRET SERVICE NOT AFFECTED.-Section 
204feJ of such Act f22 U.S.C. 4304feJJ is 
amended by striking out "section" and in
serting in lieu thereof "title". 

(C) AUTHORITY To PROVIDE CERTAIN PRO
TECTIVE SERVICES BY CONTRACT.-Section 
208faJ of title 3, United States Code, is 
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amended by inserting after the first sentence 
the following new sentence: "The Secretary 
of Treasury may carry out the Junctions 
pursuant to section 202(7) by contract.". 

fd) REPEAL OF EXISTING AUTHORITY.-Sec
tion 605 of the Foreign Missions Amend
ments Act of 1983 f97 Stat. 1042) is repealed. 

(e) EFFECTIVE DATE.-The amendments 
made by this section shall take effect on Oc
tober 1, 1985. 
SEC. 127. PROTECTING UNITED STATES INTERESTS 

UNDER THE FOREIGN MISSIONS ACT. 
fa) DETERMINATIONS RELATING TO TREAT

MENT TO FOREIGN MISSIONS.-Section 201 (C) 
of the State Department Basic Authorities 
Act of 1956 f22 U.S. C. 4301fc)J is amended by 
inserting immediately before the period at 
the end thereof ", as well as matters relating 
to the protection of the interests of the 
United States". 

(b) EXPANDING THE DEFINITION OF FOREIGN 
MISSION.-Section 202fa)(4) of such Act f22 
U.S. C. 4302fa)(4JJ is amended-

flJ by striking out "official mission to" 
and inserting in lieu thereof "mission to or 
agency in"; and 

f2J by inserting before the comma at the 
end of subparagraph fBJ "or which engages 
in some aspect of the conduct of the interna
tional affairs of such territory or political 
entity". 

(C) CLARIFYING THAT THE SECRETARY CAN 
REQUIRE A FOREIGN MISSION To FOREGO A 
BENEFIT.-Section 204fbJ of such Act f22 
U.S.C. 4304fb)) is amended by inserting "to 
forego the acceptance, use, or relation of any 
benefit or" after "fBJ". 

(d) CONSIDERATIONS RELATING TO REAL 
PROPERTY.-Section 205(bJ of such Act f22 
U.S.C. 4305(b)J is amended-

flJ by striking out "or" at the end of para
graph flJ; 

f2) by striking out the period at the end of 
paragraph (2) and inserting in lieu thereof 
";or"; and 

f3J by adding at the end thereof the follow
ing new paragraph: 

"f3J where otherwise necessary to protect 
the interests of the United States.". 

(e) MANDATORY NOTIFICATION WITH RESPECT 
TO REAL PROPERTY DEALINGS OF FOREIGN MIS
S/ON.-Section 205fa)(1J of such Act (22 
U.S.C. 4305fa)(1J) is amended-

( 1J in the first sentence, by striking out 
"may" and inserting in lieu thereof "shall"; 

(2) in the first sentence, by inserting ", in
cluding any mission to an international or
ganization fas defined in section 
209fb)(2JJ, ,, after "foreign mission"; and 

f3J in the second sentence, by striking out 
"If such a notification is required, the" and 
inserting in lieu thereof "The". 
SEC. 128. PEACEFUL RESOLUTION OF INTERNATION

AL DISPUTES. 
Title I of the State Department Basic Au

thorities Act of 1956 fas amended by section 
125 of this ActJ is further amended by redes
ignating section 38 as section 39 and insert
ing after section 37 the following new sec
tion 38: 
"SEC. 38. EXPENSES RELATING TO PARTICIPATION 

IN ARBITRATIONS OF CERT.4./N DIS
PUTES. 

"(a) INTERNATIONAL AGREEMENTS.-The Sec
retary of State may use funds available to 
the Secretary tor the expenses of United 
States participation in arbitrations and 
other proceedings tor the peaceful resolution 
of disputes under treaties or other interna
tional agreements. 

"(b) CONTRACTS ABROAD.-The Secretary of 
State may use funds available to the Secre
tary tor the expenses of United States par
ticipation in arbitrations arising under 

contracts authorized by law tor the perform
ance of services or acquisition of property, 
real or personal, abroad. ". 
SEC. 129. FURNISHING OF EXCESS GOVERNMENT

OWNED PROPERTY BY THE SECRE
TARY OF STATE. 

Section 607 of the Foreign Assistance Act 
of 1961 f22 U.S. C. 2357) is amended-

flJ in subsection fcJ-
fAJ by redesignating paragraphs flJ, f2J, 

and (3) as subparagraphs fAJ, fBJ, and fCJ, 
respectively; 

fBJ by striking out "fc) No" and inserting 
in lieu thereof "fc)(lJ Except as provided in 
subsection fd), no"; and 

fCJ by adding at the end thereof the follow
ing new paragraph: 

"(2) For purposes of transferring property 
described in this subsection in furtherance 
of the provisions of chapter 8 of part I of 
this Act, the phrase 'the agency administer
ing such part I' shall be considered to refer 
to the Department of State."; and 

(2) by adding at the end thereof the follow
ing: 

"fd) The Secretary of State, acting through 
the Assistant Secretary of State tor Oceans 
and International Environmental and Sci
entific Affairs, is authorized to transfer to 
any friendly country, international organi
zation, the American Red Cross, or other 
voluntary nonprofit relief agency described 
in subsection fa), Government-owned excess 
property made available under this section 
or section 608 in order to support activities 
carried out under part I of this Act which 
are designed to enhance environmental pro
tection in foreign countries if the Secretary 
of State makes a written determination-

"( 1J that there is a need tor such property 
in the quantity requested and that such 
property is suitable tor the purpose request
ed; 

"f2J as to the status and responsibility of 
the designated end-user and his ability effec
tively to use and maintain such property; 
and 

"f3J that the residual value, serviceability, 
and appearance of such property would not 
reflect unfavorably on the image of the 
United States and would justify the costs of 
packing, crating, handling, transportation, 
and other accessorial costs, and that the re
sidual value at least equals the total of these 
costs.". 
SEC. 130. OFFICIAL RESIDENCE OF SECRETARY OF 

STATE. 

fa) CONGRESSIONAL REVIEW.-lt is the sense 
of the Congress that the United States 
should not accept a gift of any house or 
other place of residence tor the purpose of 
providing an official residence tor the Secre
tary of State unless the Congress has had an 
opportunity to review the proposed gift. 

(b) STUDY AND REPORT.-The Secretary of 
State shall conduct a study of any otter of a 
gift tor the purpose of providing a place of 
official residence for the Secretary of State. 
Such study shall include an examination of 
the costs to the United States associated 
with accepting such gift, including the costs 
of acquisition, maintenance, security, and 
daily operation of a residence. The Secretary 
shall report the results of any study conduct
ed under this section to the Committee on 
Foreign Affairs and the Committee on 
Public Works and Transportation of the 
House of Representatives and to the Com
mittee on Foreign Relations and the Com
mittee on Environment and Public Works of 
the Senate. 

SEC. 131. STRENGTHENING THE PERSONNEL SYSTEM 
OF THE BUREAU OF INTERNATIONAL 
NARCOTICS MA1TERS. 

No later than 90 days after the date of the 
enactment of this Act, the Secretary of State 
shall report to the Congress on the status of 
proposals implemented or under consider
ation to improve the staffing and personnel 
management in the Bureau of International 
Narcotics Matters. This 1eport shall explicit
ly discuss whether a narcotics specialist per
sonnel category in the Foreign Service is an 
appropriate mechanism to serve these pur
poses and, if not, what alternatives are con
templated. 
SEC. 132. SHARING OF INFORMATION CONCERNING 

DRUG TRAFFICKERS. 

fa) REPORTING SYSTEMS.-ln order to 
ensure that foreign narcotics traffickers are 
denied visas to enter the United States, as 
required by section 212fa)(23) of the Immi
gration and Naturalization Act f22 U.S. C. 
1182faH23JJ-

f1J the Department of State shall cooper
ate with United States law enforcement 
agencies, including the Drug Enforcement 
Administration and the United States Cus
toms Service, in establishing a comprehen
sive in/ormation system on all drug arrests 
of foreign nationals in the United States, so 
that that in/ormation may be communicat
ed to the appropriate United States embas
sies; and 

f2J the National Drug Enforcement Policy 
Board shall agree on uniform guidelines 
which would permit the sharing of in/orma
tion on foreign drug traffickers. 

fb) REPORT.-Not later than six months 
after the date of the enactment of this Act, 
the Chairman of the National Drug Enforce
ment Policy Board shall submit a report to 
the Committee on Foreign Affairs of the 
House of Representatives and the Commit
tee on Foreign Relations of the Senate on 
the steps taken to implement this section. 
SEC. 133. EXTRADITION TREATIES. 

The Secretary of State, with the assistance 
of the National Drug Enforcement Policy 
Board, shall increase United States efforts to 
negotiate updated extradition treaties relat
ing to narcotics offenses with each major 
drug-producing country, particularly those 
in Latin America. 
SEC. 134. RECOMMENDATION OF A TRAVEL ADVISO

RY ON THE STATE OF JALISCO, MEXICO. 

fa) VIOLENCE AGA.INST AMERICANS.-The 
Congress-

fl) deplores the brutal murder of Drug En
forcement Administration agent Enrique 
Camarena Salazar, and the abduction and 
disappearance of numerous other Amen
cans, including John Clay Walker, Alberto 
Radelat, Dennis Carlson, Rose Carlson, Ben
jamin Mascarenas, and Patricia Mascar
enas; and 

f2) finds that the violence perpetrated by 
drug traffickers in Mexico constitute a 
danger to the safety of United States citizens 
living and traveling in the State of Jalisco, 
Mexico. 

(b) TRAVEL ADVISORY.-The Congress, there
fore, recommends that the Secretary of State 
issue a travel advisory warning United 
States citizens of the current dangers of 
traveling in the State of Jalisco, Mexico. 
Such travel advisory should remain in effect 
until those responsible for the abduction or 
murder of any of the United States citizens 
referred to in subsection fa)flJ have been 
brought to trial and a verdict has been ob
tained. 

fc) REPORT.-Not later than 90 days after 
the date of the enactment of this Act and 



21608 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE July 30, 1985 
each 90 days thereafter, the Secretary of 
State shall transmit a written report to the 
Congress on the progress made in the Ca
marena case, the investigations of the disap
pearance of United States citizens, and the 
general safety of United States tourists in 
Mexico. 
SEC. 135. COMMENDATION OF AMBASSADOR TO 

MEXICO. 

The Congress commends our fine Ambas
sador to Mexico, John Gavin, for insuring a 
full and complete investigation and prosecu
tion of the murderers of Enrique Camerena 
and tor his continuing advocacy of a strong 
drug enforcement program. 
SEC. 136. SOVIET EMPLOYEES AT UNITED STATES 

DIPLOMATIC AND CONSULAR MISSIONS 
IN THE SOVIET UNION. 

fa) LIMITATION.-To the maximum extent 
practicable, citizens of the Soviet Union 
shall not be employed as foreign national 
employees at United States diplomatic or 
consular missions in the Soviet Union after 
September 30, 1986. 

fb) REPORT.-Should the President deter
mine that the implementation of subsection 
fa) poses undue practical or administrative 
difficulties, he is requested to submit a 
report to the Congress describing the 
number and type of Soviet foreign national 
employees he wishes to retain at or in prox
imity to United States diplomatic and con
sular posts in the Soviet Union, the antici
pated duration of their continued employ
ment, the reasons tor their continued em
ployment, and the risks associated with the 
retention of these employees. 
SEC. 137. RESPONSIBILITY OF UNITED STATES MIS

SIONS ABROAD TO PROVIDE SUPPORT 
FOR UNITED STATES BUSINESSES. 

fa) FINDINGs.-The Congress finds that-
fV the United States is faced with increas

ingly larger trade deficits every year; 
(2) section 104 of the Foreign Service Act 

of 1980 provides that the members of the 
Foreign Service shall represent the interests 
of the United States in relation to foreign 
countries; 

(3) section 207fc) of the Foreign Service 
Act of 1980 provides that each chief of mis
sion to a foreign country shall have as a 
principal duty the promotion of United 
States goods for export to that country,· and 

(4) the promotion of United States busi
ness interests abroad is a fundamental 
aspect of United States relations with for
eign countries. 

fb) PoLICY.-It is the sense of the Congress 
that it is imperative, and in the national in
terest of the United States, that each United 
States mission to a foreign country provide 
such support as may be necessary to United 
States citizens seeking to do business in that 
country. 
SEC. 138. RESPONSIBILITY OF UNITED STATES MIS· 

SIONS TO PROMOTE FREEDOM OF THE 
PRESS ABROAD. 

(a) RESPONSIBILITY.-The United States 
chief of mission to a foreign country in 
which there is not respect for freedom of the 
press shall actively promote respect for free
dom of the press in that country. 

fb) DEFINITION.-As used in this section, the 
term "respect for freedom of the press" 
means that a government-

f1) allows foreign news correspondents 
into the country and does not subject them 
to harassment or restrictions; 

f2) allows nongovernment-owned press to 
operate in the country,· and 

(3) does not subject the press in the coun
try to systematic censorship. 

SEC. 139. EMERGENCY TELEPHONE SERVICE AT U.S. 
CONSULAR OFFICES. 

It is the sense of the Congress that the Sec
retary of State should ensure that all United 
States consular offices are equipped with 24-
hour emergency telephone service through 
which United States citizens can contact a 
member of the staff of any such office. The 
Secretary should publicize the telephone 
number of each such service for the informa
tion of United States citizens. Not more 
than 90 days after the date of the enactment 
of this Act, the Secretary shall submit a 
report to the Congress on steps taken in ac
cordance with this section. 
SEC. 110. RESPONSIBILITIES OF UNITED STATES REP· 

RESENTATJVES TO INTERNATIONAL 
ORGANIZATIONS. 

fa) FINDINGs.-The Congress finds that
fV international organizations of which 

the United States is a member are increas
ingly involved in the consideration of pro
posals that may have a significant impact 
on the interstate or foreign commerce of the 
United States; and 

f2) these proposals are not always ade
quately publicized or considered pursuant to 
open and fair procedures available to inter
ested persons. 

fb) PoLrcY.-It is the sense of the Congress 
that-

fV the United States representatives to 
United Nations-related agencies and to 
other international organizations should 
oppose the adoption of international mar
keting and distribution regulations or re
strictions which unnecessarily impede the 
export of United States goods and services; 
and 

(2) the Secretary of State, to the extent 
practicable, should publish procedures to 
provide interested persons with timely 
notice and an opportunity to comment on 
such regulations and restrictions under con
sideration in international organizations as 
the Secretary determines may significantly 
affect-

fA) the interstate or foreign commerce of 
the United States,· 

fB) the policies or programs of the United 
States Government; or 

fC) any State significantly affected by 
interstate or foreign commerce. 
SEC. 111. UNITED STATES RESPONSIBILITIES FOR 

EMPLOYEES OF THE UNITED NATIONS. 
Title II of the State Department Basic Au

thorities Act of 1956 is amended by adding 
after section 209 f22 U.S. C. 4309) the follow
ing new section: 
"SEC. 209A. UNITED STATES RESPONSIBILITIES FOR 

EMPLOYEES OF THE UNITED NATIONS. 
"fa) FINDINGS.-The Congress finds that
"(1) pursuant to the Agreement Between 

the United States and the United Nations 
Regarding the Headquarters of the United 
Nations (authorized by Public Law 80-357 
f22 U.S.C. 287 note)), the United States has 
accepted-

" fA) the obligation to permit and to facili
tate the right of individuals, who are em
ployed by or are authorized by the United 
Nations to conduct official business in con
nection with that organization or its agen
cies, to enter into and exit from the United 
States tor purposes of conducting official ac
tivities within the United Nations Head
quarters District, subject to regulation as to 
points of entry and departure; and 

"fB) the implied obligation to permit and 
to facilitate the acquisition of facilities in 
order to conduct such activities within or in 
proximity to the United Nations Headquar
ters District, subject to reasonable regula
tion including regulation of the location 
and size of such facilities,· and 

"(2) taking into account paragraph f1) 
and consistent with the obligation of the 
United States to facilitate the functioning of 
the United Nations, the United States has 
no additional obligation to permit the con
duct of any other activities, including non
official activities, by such individuals out
side of the United Nations Headquarters 
District. 

"(b) ACTIVITIES OF UNITED NATIONS EMPLOY· 
EES.-(1) The conduct of any activities, or 
the acquisition of any benefits fas defined 
in section 201fa)(1) of this title), outside the 
United Nations Headquarters District by 
any individual employed by, or authorized 
by the United Nations to conduct official 
business in connection with, that organiza
tion or its agencies, or by any person or 
agency acting on behalf thereof, may be per
mitted or denied or subject to reasonable 
regulation, as determined to be in the best 
interests of the United States and pursuant 
to this title. 

"(2) The Secretary shall apply to those em
ployees of the United Nations Secretariat 
who are nationals of a foreign country or 
members of a foreign mission all terms, limi
tations, restrictions, and conditions which 
are applicable pursuant to this title to the 
members of that country's mission or of any 
other mission to the United Nations unless 
the Secretary determines and reports to the 
Congress that national security and foreign 
policy circumstances require that this para
graph be waived in specific circumstances. 

"fc) REPORTS.-The Secretary shall report 
to the Congress-

"(1) not later than 30 days after the date 
of the enactment of this section, on the 
plans of the Secretary for implementing this 
section,· and 

"f2) not later than 6 months thereafter, on 
the actions taken pursuant to those plans. 

"(d) UNITED STATES NATIONALS.-This sec
tion shall not apply with respect to any 
United States nationaL 

"fe) DEFINITIONs.-For purposes of this sec
tion, the term 'United Nations Headquarters 
District' means the area within the United 
States which is agreed to by the United Na
tions and the United States to constitute 
such a district, together with such other 
areas as the Secretary of State may approve 
from time to time in order to permit effec
tive functioning of the United Nations or 
missions to the United Nations.". 
SEC. U2. UNITED STATES CONTRIBUTIONS TO THE 

UNITED NATIONS IF ISRAEL EXPELLED. 

Section 115fb) of the Department of State 
Authorization Act, Fiscal Years 1984 and 
1985 f22 U.S.C. 287 note) is amended by 
striking out the last sentence and inserting 
in lieu thereof the following: "The United 
States shall reduce its annual assessed con
tribution to the United Nations or such spe
cialized agency by 8.34 percent for each 
month in which United States participation 
is suspended pursuant to this section.". 
SEC. UJ. UNITED NATIONS ORGANIZATIONS REFORM 

IN BUDGET PROCEDURES. 

fa) FINDINGS.-The Congress finds that the 
United Nations and its specialized agencies 
which are financed through assessed contri
butions of member states have not paid sui· 
!icient attention in the development of their 
budgets to the views of the member govern
ments who are major financial contributors 
to those budgets. 

(b) VOTING RIGHTS.-ln order to foster 
greater financial responsibility in prepara
tion of the budgets of the United Nations 
and its specialized agencies which are fi
nanced through assessed contributions, the 
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Secretary of State shall seek the adoption by 
the United Nations and its specialized agen
cies of procedures which grant voting rights 
to each member state on matters of budget
ary consequence. Such voting rights shall be 
proportionate to the contribution of each 
such member state to the budget of the 
United Nations and its specialized agencies. 

(c) LIMITATION ON AsSESSED CONTRIBU
TIONS.-No payment may be made tor an as
sessed contribution to the United Nations or 
its specialized agencies in excess of 20 per
cent of the total annual budget of the United 
Nations or its specialized agencies (respec
tively) tor the United States fiscal year 1987 
and following years unless the United Na
tions and its specialized agencies have 
adopted the voting rights referred to in sub
section fbJ. 
SEC. Ul. LIMITATION ON ASSESSED PAYMENTS TO 

THE UNITED NATIONS. 
Section 114 of the Department of State Au

thorization Act, Fiscal Years 1984 and 1985 
f22 U.S.C. 287e note), is amended in subsec
tion faJ-

(1) by striking out "and" at the end of 
paragraph f2J; 

f2J by striking out the period at the end of 
paragraph f 3) and inserting in lieu thereof a 
semicolon; and 

f3J by adding at the end of the subsection 
the following: 

"f4J 25 percent of the amount budgeted tor 
that year tor the Second Decade to Combat 
Racism and Racial Discrimination; 

"f5J 25 percent of the amount budgeted tor 
any other United Nations agency or confer
ence whose sole or partial purpose is to im
plement the provisions of General Assembly 
Resolution 33/79; and 

"f6J 25 percent of the amount budgeted tor 
the General Assembly-approved $73,500,000 
conference center to be constructed tor the 
Economic Commission tor Africa fECAJ in 
the Ethiopian capital of Addis Ababa.". 
SEC. U5. INTERNATIONAL JUTE ORGANIZATION. 

The President is authorized to maintain 
membership of the United States in the 
International Jute Organization. 
SEC. U6. INTELSA T. 

fa) PoucY.-The Congress declares that it 
is the policy of the United States-

f1) as a party to the International Tele
communications Satellite Organization 
thereafter in this section referred to as 
"Intelsat"J, to foster and support the global 
commercial communications satellite 
system owned and operated by Intelsat,· 

(2) to make available to consumers a vari
ety of communications satellite services uti
lizing the space segment facilities of Intelsat 
and any additional such facilities which are 
found to be in the national interest and 
which-

fA) are technically compatible with the use 
of the radio frequency spectrum and orbital 
space by the existing or planned Intelsat 
space segment, and 

fBJ avoid signiJicant economic harm to 
the global system of Intelsat; and 

f3J to authorize use and operation of any 
additional space segment facilities only iJ 
the obligations of the United States under 
article XIVfd) of the Intelsat Agreement 
have been meL 

(b) PRECONDITIONS FOR INTELSAT CONSULTA
TION.-Before consulting with Intelsat for 
purposes of coordination of any separate 
international telecommunications satellite 
system under article XIVfdJ of the Intelsat 
Agreement, the Secretary of State shall-

f1) in coordination with the Secretary of 
Commerce, ensure that any proposed sepa
rate international satellite telecommunica-

tions system comply with the Executive 
Branch conditions established pursuant to 
the Presidential Determination No. 85-2; 
and 

f2J ensure that one or more foreign au
thorities have authorized the use of such 
system consistent with such conditions. 

(C) AMENDMENT OF [NTELSAT AGREEMENT.
(1) The Secretary of State shall consult with 
the United States signatory to Intelsat and 
the Secretary of Commerce regarding the ap
propiiate scope and character of a modifica
tion to article VfdJ of the Intelsat Agreement 
which would permit Intelsat to establish 
cost-based rates tor individual traffic routes, 
as exceptional circumstances warrant, 
paying particular attention to the need tor 
avoiding signiJicant economic harm to the 
global system of Intelsat as well as United 
States national and foreign policy interests. 

f2HAJ To ensure that rates established by 
Intelsat tor such routes are cost-based, the 
Secretary of State, in consultation with the 
Secretary of Commerce and the Chairman of 
the Federal Communications Commission, 
shall instruct the United States signatory to 
Intelsat to ensure that su.tficient documen
tation, including documentation regarding 
revenues and costs, is provided by Intelsat 
so as to veriJy that such rates are in tact 
cost-based. 

fBJ To the maximum extent possible, such 
documentation will be made available to in
terested parties on a timely basis. 

f3J Pursuant to the consultation under 
paragraph f1J and taking the steps pre
scribed in paragraph f2J to provide docu
mentation, the United States shall support 
an appropriate modification to article VfdJ 
of the Intelsat Agreement to accomplish the 
purpose described in paragraph f1J. 

(d) CONGRESSIONAL CONSULTATION.-ln the 
event that, after United States consultation 
with Intelsat for the purposes of coordina
tion u.nder article XIVfdJ of the Intelsat 
Agreement tor the establishment of a sepa
rate international telecommunications sat
ellite system, the Assembly of Parties of 
Intelsat fails to recommend such a separate 
system, and the President determines to 
pursue the establishment of a separate 
system notwithstanding the Assembly's fail
ure to approve such system, the Secretary of 
State, after consultation with the Secretary 
of Commerce, shall submit to the Congress a 
detailed report which shall set torth-

f1J the foreign policy reasons tor the Presi
dent's determination, and 

f2J a plan tor minimizing any negative ef
fects of the President's action on Intelsat 
and on United States foreign policy inter
ests. 

(e) NOTIFICATION TO FEDERAL COMMUNICA
TIONS COMMISSION.-ln the event the Secre
tary of State submits a report under subsec
tion fdJ, the Secretary, 60 calendar days 
after the receipt by the Congress of such 
report, shall notiJy the Federal Communica
tions Commission as to whether the United 
States obligations under article XIVfdJ of 
the Intelsat Agreement have been meL 

(f) IMPLEMENTATION.-/n implementing the 
provisions of this section, the Secretary ot 
State shall act in accordance with Executive 
order 12046. 

(g) DEFINITION.-For the purposes of this 
section, the term "separate international 
telecommunications satellite system" or 
"separate system" means a system of one or 
more telecommunications satellites separate 
from the Intelsat space segment which is es
tablished to provide international telecom
munications services between points within 
the United States and points outside the 

United States, except that such term shall 
not include any satellite or system of satel
lites established-

tV primarily tor domestic telecommunica
tions purposes and which incidentally pro
vides services on an ancillary basis to 
points outside the jurisdiction of the United 
States but within the western hemisphere, or 

f2J solely tor unique governmental pur
poses. 
SEC. U7. SOVIET AND COMMUNIST DISINFORMATION 

AND PRESS MAN/PULA TION. 

Not later than one year after the date of 
the enactment of this Act, the Secretary of 
State shall prepare, in consultation with the 
heads of relevant Federal departments and 
agencies, and shall transmit to the Speaker 
of the House of Representatives, and to the 
Chairman of the Committee on Foreign Re
lations of the Senate, an unclassijied report 
on Soviet and Communist disin!ormation 
and press manipulation with respect to the 
United States. Such report shall include a 
recommendation by the President on the ad
visability of establishing, within the Depart
ment of State, a permanent office of Soviet 
disin/ormation and press manipulation. In 
conducting the study required by this sec
tion the Secretary may make use of suitably 
qualiJied scholars and journalists. 
SEC. US. MURDER OF MAJOR ARTHUR D. NICHOLSON, 

JUNIOR. 

It is the sense of the Congress that the 
United States should declare persona non 
grata one or more senior defense attaches of 
the Soviet Union's mission to the United 
States unless the President certijies to the 
Congress, within 90 days after the date of 
the enactment of this Act-

(1) that the Soviet Union has made a 
formal apology tor the murder of Major 
Arthur D. Nicholson, Junior; and 

f2J that the Soviet Union has provided sat
isfactory assurances that it will adhere to 
agreements concerning the status and safety 
of military and civilian missions of western 
nations in the German Democratic Repub
lic. 
SEC. U9./NTER-AMERICAN COOPERATION IN SPACE, 

SCIENCE, AND TECHNOLOGY. 

The Secretary of State shall conduct an in
depth study of the feasibility and the eco
nomic and political benefits of the establish
ment of a major initiative in Inter-Ameri
can Cooperation in Space, Science, and 
Technology. Not more than one year after 
the date of the enactment of this Act, the 
Secretary shall submit a report to the Con
gress on the findings of such study and shall 
include recommendations tor implementing 
such an initiative. 
SEC. 150. DEPARTMENT OF STATE INSPECTOR GEN

ERAL. 
fa) ESTABLISHMENT UNDER INSPECTOR GEN

ERAL Acr.-f1J Section 2(l) of the Inspector 
General Act of 1978 f5 U.S.C. App.J is 
amended-

fA) by striking out "and" immediately 
before "the Veterans' Administration"; and 

fBJ by inserting immediately before the 
semicolon ", and the Department of State". 

f2J Section 11 of such Act is amended-
( 1J in paragraph f 1J, by inserting "State, " 

after "Labor,"; and 
f2J in paragraph f2J, by inserting "State," 

after "Labor, ". 
(b) LIMITATION ON AUTHORITY OF INSPECTOR 

GENERAL OF THE DEPARTMENT OF STATE AND 
THE FOREIGN SERVICE.-Notwithstanding sec
tion 209 of the Foreign Service Act of 1980 
(22 U.S.C. 3929), any individual appointed 
to or serving in the capacity of the Inspector 
General of the Department of State and the 
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Foreign Service shall be designated as the 
"Program Inspector General, and may only 
perform such Junctions (utilizing appropri
ate authority under such section) as may be 
necessary for the purposes of carrying out 
subsection (g) of such section. 

fcJ REPORT.-Not later than six months 
aJter the date of the enactment of this Act, 
the Secretary of State shall submit a report 
to the Congress on the steps the Secretary 
has undertaken to implement the provisions 
of the amendment made by subsection fa). 
SEC. 151. EMPLOYEES OF THE UNITED NATIONS. 

(a) INITIAL REPORT.-Not later than 90 days 
aJter the date of enactment of this Act, the 
Secretary of State shall report to the Con
gress on whether, and the extent to which, 
international ci11il servants employed by the 
United Nations, including those seconded to 
the United Nations, are required to return 
all or part of their salaries to their respec
tive governments. The Secret.ary shall also 
include in this report a description of the 
steps taken by the Department of State and 
by the United States Representative to the 
United Nations to correct this practice. 

(b) REPORT ON STEPS TO CORRECT PRAC
TICE.-The Secretary of State shall determine 
and report to the Congress on whether sub
stantial progress has been made by June 1, 
1986, in correcting the practice of interna
tional civil servants employed by the United 
Nations being required to return all or part 
of their salaries to their respective govern
ments. 

(C) REDUCTION JN CONTRIBUTION IF SUBSTAN
TIAL PROGESS NOT MADE.-[/ the Secretary of 
State determines pursuant to subsection (b) 
that substantial progress has not been made 
in correcting this practice, the Secretary 
shall submit recommendations to the Con
gress together with the report required in 
subsection fbJ as to corrective measures to 
be taken, including a reduction of the 
amount of the United States annual as
sessed contribution to the United Nations by 
the amount of that contribution which is 
the United States proportionate share of the 
salaries of those international civil servants 
employed by the United Nations who are re
turning any portion of their salaries to their 
respective governments. 

(d) NATIONAL TAXAT/ON.-This section does 
not apply with respect to payments made tor 
purposes of national taxation in accordance 
with formal treaty reservations concerning 
such taxation by a member state of the 
United Nations. 
SEC. 152. REPRESENTATION OF MINORITIES AND 

WOMEN IN THE FOREIGN SERVICE. 
(a) DEVELOPMENT OF PROGRAM.-The head 

of each agency utilizing the Foreign Service 
personnel system shall develop, consistent 
with section 7201 of title 5 of the United 
States Code, a plan designed to increase sig
nificantly the number of members of minori
ty groups and women in the Foreign Service 
in that agenCl'· 

(b) EMPHASIS ON MID-LEVELS.-Each plan 
developed pursuant to this section shall, 
consistent with section 7201 of title 5 of the 
United States Code, place particular empha
sis on achieving significant increases in the 
numbers of minority group members and 
women who are in the mid-levels of the For
eign Service. 

(c) REPORTS TO CONGRESS.-The head O/ 
each agency utilizing the Foreign Service 
personnel system shall report annually to 
the Congress on the plan developed pursuant 
to this section as part of the report required 
to be submitted pursuant to section 
105fd)(2J of the Foreign Service Act of 1980. 
Subsequent reports pursuant to that section 

shall include reports on the implementation 
of these plans, giving particular attention to 
the progress being made in increasing, 
through advancement and promotion, the 
numbers of members of minority groups and 
women in the mid-levels of the Foreign Serv
ice. 
SEC. 153. BOARD OF THE FOREIGN SERVICE. 

Section 210 of the Foreign Service Act of 
1980 (22 U.S.C. 3930) is amended by striking 
out "a career member of the Senior Foreign 
Service designated by the Secretary of State, 
in the second sentence and inserting in lieu 
thereof "an individual appointed by the 
President,. 
SEC. 151. DAMAGES RESULTING FROM DELAYS IN 

THE CONSTRUCTION OF THE UNITED 
STATES EMBASSY IN MOSCOW. 

(a) RESTRICTION; REIMBURSEMENT FOR DAM
AGES INCURRED.-The Secretary of State shall 
not permit the Soviet Union to occupy the 
new chancery building at its new embassy 
complex in Washington, D.C., or any other 
new facility in the Washington, D. C. metro
politan area, if the Soviet Union fails to 
provide prompt and full reimbursement to 
the United States tor damages incurred as a 
result of the construction of the new United 
States Embassy in Moscow. The amount of 
such reimbursement shall be determined by 
agreement between the United States and 
the Soviet Union or, in the event of disagree
ment, by international arbitration pursuant 
to subsection fbJ. 

(b) INTERNATIONAL ARBITRATION.-Not later 
than 30 days after the date of the enactment 
of this Act, the Secretary of State shall initi
ate actions to begin the international arbi
tration process, which is provided tor in the 
embassy construction agreement between 
the United States and the Soviet Union, in 
order to resolve all United States clai?ns 
against the Soviet Union tor damages aris
ing from delays in the construction of the 
new United States Embassy complex in 
Moscow. 

fcJ REPORT.-ln the event the amount of 
reimbursement provided to the United 
States under subsection fa) by the Soviet 
Union is less than the amount of funds ex
pended tor the damages described in subsec
tion fa) that are determined by the Secretary 
of State to be the responsibility of the Soviet 
Union, the Secretary of State shall submit a 
report to the Committee on Foreign A/fairs 
of the House of Representatives and the 
Committee on Foreign Relations of the 
Senate. Such report shall contain a detailed 
explanation of the reasons the Secretary ac
cepted the settlement arrangements of the 
United States clai?ns and the financial costs 
to the United States of doing so. 

(d) SUSPENSION OF RESTRICT/ONS.-The Sec
retary of State may suspend the restrictions 
in subsection fa) in the interests of United 
States national security if the Secretary cer
tifies to the Congress that a substantial 
number of the clai?ns described in subsec
tion fa) are settled and that resolution of 
any remaining clai?ns is proceeding in a 
satisfactory manner. If the Secretary exer
cises the authority under this subsection, the 
Secretary shall report to the appropriate 
committees of the Congress every six months 
concerning progress on resolution of any 
outstanding clai?ns. 
TITLE II-UNITED STATES INFORMATION AGENCY 
SEC. 201. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS. 

In addition to amounts otherwise avail
able tor such purposes, there are authorized 
to be appropriated for the United States In
formation Agency $887,900,000 tor the fiscal 
year 1986 and $887,900,000 for the fiscal 
year 1987 to carry out international in.for-

mation, educational, cultural, and exchange 
progra?ns under the United States ln./orma
tion and Educational Exchange Act of 1948, 
the Mutual Educational and Cultural Ex
change Act of 1961, Reorganization Plan 
Number 2 of 1977, the Radio Broadcasting 
to Cuba Act, and other purposes authorized 
by law. Amounts appropriated under this 
section are authorized to remain available 
until expended. 
SEC. 202. MODERNIZATION OF YOICE OF AMERICA. 

Of the authorizations of appropriations 
contained in section 201, authorizations of 
$136,594,000 for the fiscal year 1986 and 
$136,594,000 tor the fiscal year 1987, which 
shall be available tor essential moderniza
tion of the facilities and operations of the 
Voice of America, shall remain available 
until the appropriations are made and when 
those amounts are appropriated they are au
thorized to remain available until expended. 
SEC. 203. RADIO BROADCASTING TO CUBA. 

Of the amounts authorized to be appropri
ated by section 201, not less than $11,500,000 
for the fiscal year 1986 and not less than 
$11,700,000 tor the fiscal year 1987 shall be 
available tor the implementation of the 
Radio Broadcasting to Cuba Act. 
SEC. 201. FUNDS FOR EDUCATIONAL AND CULTURAL 

EXCHANGES. 

Of the amounts authorized to be appropri
ated by section 201-

(1) not less than $128,899,500 tor the fiscal 
year 1986 and not less than $141,996,000 tor 
the fiscal year 1987 shall be available only 
tor grants tor the Fulbright Academic Ex
change Progra?ns and the International Vis
itor Progra1n,· 

f2J not less than $4,891,500 tor the fiscal 
year 1986 and not less than $5,479,000 tor 
the fiscal year 198 7 shall be available only 
tor grants tor the Humphrey Fellowship Pro
gram; and 

(3) $45,400,000 for the fiscal year 1986 and 
$45,100,000 tor the fiscal year 1987 shall be 
allocated to fund grants and exchanges to 
Latin America and the Caribbean, and the 
amounts utilized tor progra?ns in Central 
America shall be obligated in a manner con
sistent with the recommendations of the Na
tional Bipartisan Commission on Central 
America. 
SEC. 205. FUNDS FOR WORLDWIDE BOOK PROGRAM 

INITIATIYE. 

Of the amounts authorized to be appropri
ated by section 201, not less than $7,500,000 
tor each of the fiscal years 1986 and 1987 
shall be available only tor the worldwide 
book program initiative. 
SEC. 206. FUNDS FOR EXCHANGE ACTIVITIES ASSOCI

ATED WITH THE 1987 PAN AMERICAN 
GAMES. 

Of the amounts authorized to be appropri
ated tor the fiscal years 1986 and 1987 by 
section 201, not less than $1,500,000 for each 
such fiscal year shall be available only to the 
Indiana Sports Corporation tor exchanges 
of persons and other exchange-related ac
tivities associated with the 1987 Pan Ameri
can Games to be held in Indianapolis, Indi
ana. 
SEC. 207. FUNDS FOR INTERNATIONAL GAMES FOR 

THE HANDICAPPED. 

Of the amounts authorized to be appropri
ated tor fiscal year 1986 by section 201, 
$3,000,000 shall be available only to reim
burse expenses tor exchange of athletes, 
coaches, and officials participating in inter
national games for the handicapped which 
are conducted in the United States. 
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SEC. 208. BAN ON DOMESTIC A.CTJVITIES BY THE 

USIA. 
Except as provided in section 501 of the 

United States Information and Educational 
Exchange Act of 1948 (22 U.S.C. 1461J and 
this section, no funds authorized to be ap
propriated to the United States Information 
Agency shall be used to influence public 
opinion in the United States, and no pro
gram material prepared by the United States 
Information Agency shall be distributed 
within the United States. This section shall 
not apply to programs carried out pursuant 
to the Mutual Educational and Cultural Ex
change Act of 1961 (22 U.S. C. 2451 et seq.J. 
SEC. 209. PRIVATE SECTOR FUNDING FOR USIA 'S PRI-

VATE SECTOR PROGRAM. 
(a) LIMITATION ON GRANTS.-No grant shall 

be made to any organization through the 
Private Sector Program of the United States 
In/ormation Agency unless-

(1J costs equal to at least 15 percent of 
grants from the United States Information 
Agency in fiscal year 1986, and 

(2) costs equal to at least 25 percent of 
grants from the United States Information 
Agency in fiscal year 1987, 
tor that organization's exchange and ex
change-related programs are provided for 
from non- United States Government 
sources. 

(b) EXEMPTION FOR CERTAIN 0RGANIZA
TIONS.-Subsection (aJ shall not apply to 
grantee organizations which have been in 
existence tor less than one year. 

(C) PROHIBITION ON FUNDING 1985 INTERNA
TIONAL YoUTH YEAR ACTIVITIES.-No funds 
from fiscal year 1986 appropriations for the 
United States In/ormation Agency or tor 
any other United States Government agency 
shall be available for grants related to 1985 
International Youth Year activities. 
SEC. 210. NATIONAL ENDOWMENT FOR DEMOCRACY. 

(a) REQUIREMENTS RELATING TO THE ENDOW
MENT AND ITS GR.ANTEES.-The National En
dowment for Democracy Act (22 U.S. C. 4411 
et seq.J is amended by adding at the end 
thereof the following new sections: 
"SEC. 505. REQUIREMENTS RELA. TING TO THE EN

DOWMENT AND ITS GRANTEES. 
"(aJ PA.RTISAN PoLITICS.-f1J Funds may 

not be expended, either by the Endowment 
or by any of its grantees, to finance the cam
paigns of candidates tor public office. 

"(2) No funds granted by the Endowment 
may be used to finance activities of theRe
publican National Committee or the Demo
cratic National Committee. 

"( 3J No grants may be made to any insti
tute, foundation, or organization engaged 
in partisan activities on behalf of the Re
uublican or Democratic National Commit
tee, on behalf of any candidate for public 
office, or on behalf of any political party in 
the United States. 

"(b) CONSULTATION WITH DEPARTMENT OF 
STAT£.-The Endowment shall consult with 
the Department of State on any overseas 
program funded by the Endowment prior to 
the commencement of the activities of that 
program. 
"SEC. 506. FREEDOM OF INFORMATION. 

"(a) COMPLIANCE WITH FREEDOM OF INFOR
MATION Acr.-Notwithstanding the fact that 
the Endowment is not an agency or estab
lishment of the United States Government, 
the Endowment shall fully comply with all 
of the provisions of section 552 of title 5, 
United States Code. 

"(b) PUBLICATION IN FEDERAL REGISTER.
For purposes of complying pursuant to sub
section faJ with section 552fa)(1J of such 
title, the Endowment shall make available to 
the Director of the United States In/orma-

tion Agency such records and other informa
tion as the Director determines may be nec
essary for such purposes. The Director shall 
cause such records and other in/ormation to 
be published in the Federal Register. 

"(c) REVIEW BY USIA.-(1} In the event 
that the Endowment determines not to 
comply with a request tor records under sec
tion 552, the Endowment shall submit a 
report to the Director of the United States 
Information Agency explaining the reasons 
for not complying with such requesL 

" (2) II the Director approves the determi
nation not to comply with such request, the 
United States Information Agency shall 
assume full responsibility, including finan
cial responsibility, for defending the Endow
ment in any litigation relating to such re
quesL 

"(3) II the Director disapproves the deter
mination not to comply with such request, 
the Endowment shall comply with such re
quesL". 

(b) AUDITS BY US/A.-Section 504 of such 
Act is amended-

f1J by redesignating subsections fgJ and 
(hJ as subsections (hJ and fiJ, respectively, 
and 

(2) by inserting after subsection f!J the fol
lowing new subsection (gJ: 

"(gJ The financial transactions of the En
dowment tor each fiscal year may also be 
audited by the United States Information 
Agency under the conditions set forth in 
subsection (/Jf1J. ". 

(C) GRANTS TO THE ENDOWMENT.-0/ the 
amounts authorized to be appropriated by 
section 201 for the United States Informa
tion Agency, not less than $18,400,000 for the 
fiscal year 1986 and not less than 
$18,400,000 for the fiscal year 1987 shall be 
made available to the National Endowment 
for Democracy. 

(d) REPORTING DATE.-Section 504(i) of the 
National Endowment for Democracy Act (22 
U.S.C. 4413fh}}, as redesignated by subsec
tion fb)(JJ, is amended by striking out "De
cember 31" and inserting in lieu thereof 
"February 1 ". 
SEC. 211. PROMOTING DEMOCRACY AND AN END TO 

THE APARTHEID POLICIES IN SOUTH 
AFRICA.. 

faJ PURPOSE.-lt is the purpose of this sec
tion to encourage funding for programs that 
would promote democracy and seek to end 
the apartheid policies in South Africa, and 
that would be in addition to the programs 
tor South Africa funded under chapter 4 of 
part II of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 
(22 U.S. C. 2346 et seq.J. 

(b) USIA GRANTS TO THE NATIONAL ENDOW
MENT FOR DEMOCRACY.-/t is the sense O/ the 
Congress that the Director of the United 
States In/ormation Agency should make a 
grant of up to $500,000 tor each of the fiscal 
years 1986 and 1987 to the National Endow
ment tor Democracy fin addition to grants 
otherwise made by the Director to the En
dowment) tor use by the Endowment in pro
viding financing for programs that are de
signed to promote democracy and that seek 
to end the apartheid policies in South 
Africa. 

(C) PROGRAMS DESIGNED To END THE APART· 
HElD POLICIES.-The programs funded PUTSU· 
ant to this section shall be programs of sup
port tor actions of non-white led community 
organizations in South Africa to terminate 
apartheid policies such as-

( 1 J removal of black populations from cer
tain geographic areas on account of race or 
ethnic origin; 

f2J denationalization of blacks, including 
any distinctions between the South African 
citizenships of blacks and whites; 

f 3J residence restrictions based on race or 
ethnic origin,· 

f4J restrictions on the rights of blacks to 
seek employment in South Africa and live 
wherever they find employment in South 
Africa; and 

(5} restrictions which make it impossible 
for black employees and their families to be 
housed in family accomodations near their 
place of employmenL 

(d) ELIGIBLE ORGANIZATIONS IN SOUTH 
AFRICA.-Any program funded in accordance 
with this section, which is to be carried out 
within South Africa, should be a program 
which in both its character and organiza
tional sponsorship in South Africa clearly 
reflects the aspirations of the indigenous 
majority of South Africans for the establish
ment of democratic institutions and tor an 
end to the apartheid system of separate de
velopment, and should not be a program 
which is financed or controlled by the Gov
ernment of South Africa. 
SEC. 212. DISTRIBUTION WITHIN THE UNITED STATES 

OF THE USIA FILM ENTinED "HAL 
DA. VID: EXPRESSING A FEELING'~ 

Notwithstanding section 208 of this Act 
and the second sentence of section 501 of the 
United States In/ormation and Education 
Exchange Act of 1948 (22 U.S. C. 1461J-

(1J the Director of the United States In/or
mation Agency shall make available to the 
Archivist of the United States a master copy 
of the film entitled "Hal David: Expressing 
a Feeling"; and 

(2) upon evidence that necessary United 
States rights and licenses have been secured 
and paid for by the person seeking domestic 
release of the film, the Archivist shall reim
burse the Director tor any expenses of the 
Agency in making that master copy avail
able, shall deposit that film in the National 
Archives of the United States, and shall 
make copies of that film available tor pur
chase and public viewing within the United 
States. 
Any reimbursement to the Director pursuant 
to this section shall be credited to the appli
cable appropriation of the United States In
formation Agency. 
SEC. Z/J. DISTRIBUTION WITHIN THE UNITED STATES 

THREE USIA FILMS RELATING TO AF· 
GHA.NISTA.N. 

Notwithstanding section 208 of this Act 
and the second sentence of section 501 of the 
United States In/ormation and Education 
Exchange Act of 1948 (22 U.S. C. 1461J-

(1J the Director of the United States In/or
mation Agency shalt make available to the 
Archivist of the United States a master copy 
of the films entitled "Afghanistan 1982: the 
Struggle for Freedom Continues", "We are 
Afghanistan·~ and "Afghanistan: The 
Hidden War"; and 

(2) upon evidence that necessary United 
States rights and licenses have been secured 
and paid for by the person seeking domestic 
release of such a film, the Archivist shall re
imburse the Director for any expenses of the 
Agency in making the master copy of such 
film available, shall deposit such film in the 
National Archives of the United States, and 
shall make copies of such film available for 
purchase and public viewing within the 
United States. 
Any reimbursement to the Director pursuant 
to this section shall be credited to the appli
cable appropriation of the United States In
formation Agency. 
SEC. ZU. NOTIFICATION OF PROGRAM GRANTS. 

fa) APPLICATION TO FISCAL YEARS 1986 AND 
1987.-Section 705fbJ of the United States 
In/ormation and Educational Exchange Act 
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of 1948 f22 U.S.C. 1477cfbJJ is amended by 
striking out "1984 and 1985" and inserting 
in lieu thereof "1986 and 1987". 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.-The amendment 
made by subsection faJ shall take effect on 
October 1, 1985. 

TITLE Ill-BOARD FOR INTERNATIONAL 
BROADCASTING 

SEC. JOJ. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS. 
(a) FISCAL YEARS 1986 AND 1987.-Subpara

graph fAJ of section 8fa)(1J of the Board for 
International Broadcasting Act of 1973 (22 
U.S.C. 2877fa)(1J(AJJ is amended to read as 
follows: 

"fAJ $125,000,000 for the fiscal year 1986 
and $125,000,000 for the fiscal year 1987; 
and". 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.-The amendment 
made by subsection fa) shall take effect on 
October 1, 1985. 
SEC. JOZ. IMPROVEMENT OF FACILITIES. 

Section 8 of the Board for International 
Broadcasting Act of 1973 (22 U.S.C. 2877) is 
amended by adding at the end thereof the 
following new subsection: 

"(cJ OJ the authorization of appropria
tions contained in subsection fa)(1)(AJ, au
thorizations of $20,000,000 for the fiscal 
year 1986 and $18,323,000 for the fiscal year 
1987, which shall be available/or radio mod
ernization, shall remain available until the 
appropriations are made and when those 
amounts are appropriated they are author
ized to remain available until expended.". 
SEC. JOJ. RADIO FREE AFGHANISTAN. 

(a) BIB PURPOSES.-Paragraph (5) of sec
tion 2 of the Board for International Broad
casting Act of 1973 (22 U.S.C. 2871f5JJ is 
amended-

flJ by striking out "and" following "Re
publics" and inserting in lieu thereof a 
comma, and 

(2) by inserting ~~ and Afghanistan (as 
long as it is under Soviet occupation)" after 
"Eastern Europe". 

fbJ AUTHORITY.-The Board for Interna
tional Broadcasting Act of 1973 f22 U.S.C. 
2871 et seq.) is amended by adding at the 
end thereof the following new section: 
"SEC. U. RADIO BROADCASTING TO AFGHANISTAN 

IN THE DAR/ AND PASHTO LANGUAGES. 
Fund granted to RFE/RL, Incorporated, 

under this Act may be used for radio broad
casting to the Afghan people in the Dari and 
Pashto languages, such broadcasts to be des
ignated 'Radio Free Afghanistan'.". 
SEC. JfU. MANAGEMENT OF RFE/RL,INCORPORATED. 

fa) FINDINGS.-The Congress finds that-
(1) RFE/RL, Incorporated, is essential to 

the continued and effective furtherance of 
the open flow of information and ideas 
throughout Eastern Europe and the Soviet 
Union; 

f2J effective communication of informa
tion and ideas can only be accomplished if 
the long-term credibility of RFE/RL, Incor
porated, operating in accordance with the 
highest standards of professionalism, is 
maintained,· 

f3J the performance of RFE/RL, Incorpo
rated, is dependent on proper management, 
an objective approach to news, quality pro
gramming, and effective oversight,· 

(4) the Board for International Broadcast
ing, in addition to making grants, is respon
sible for overseeing broadcast quality and ef
fectiveness and for overseeing effective utili
zation of Federal funds; 

f5J RFE/RL, Incorporated, is responsible 
for its own management and for daily 
broadcasts into Eastern Europe and the 
Soviet Union; 

(6) the Board for International Broadcast
ing and RFE/RL, Incorporated, must 

remain very distinct and different institu
tions if they adhere to the Joint Explanatory 
Statement of the Committee on Conference 
relating to the Board of International 
Broadcasting Authorization Act, Fiscal 
Years 1982 and 1983; 

f7J the President of RFE/RL, Incorporat
ed, who is responsible for the proper man
agement and supervision of the daily op~r
ations of the radios, should devote the neces
sary resources and personnel to strengthen 
both the oversight and the quality of pro
gramming; 

(8) the Board for International Broadcast
ing, in an effort to preserve or enhance its 
ability to properly oversee the operations of 
RFE/RL, Incorporated, must avoid even the 
appearance of involvement in daily oper
ational decisions and management of RFE/ 
RL, Incorporated,· and 

(9) the absence of satisfactory pre-broad
cast review and the lack of suJJicient records 
of actions taken to explain or remedy pro
gram problems identified through post
broadcast review, may endanger the long
term credibility of RFE/RL, Incorporated. 

(b) ACTIONS To BE TAKEN BY RFE/RL.-lt 
is the sense of the Congress that RFE/RL, 
Incorporated, should-

(1) strengthen existing broadcast control 
procedures and post-broadcast program 
analysis; and 

(2) improve its personnel management 
system to include such things as better docu
mentation of internal decisionmaking and 
communication, personnel review, and job 
description. 

(C) ACTIONS To BE TAKEN BY BIB.-lt is the 
sense of the Congress that the Board for 
International Broadcasting should-

(1) periodically review and update the 
Program Policy Guidelines of RFE/RL, In
corporated, with the goal of maintaining 
their clarity and responsiveness; and 

(2) ensure that the distinctions between 
the Board for International Broadcasting 
and RFE/RL, Incorporated, remain clear 
and that these two entities continue to oper
ate within the framework established by 
law. 
SEC. 305. ROLE OF THE SECRETARY OF STATE. 

faJ RoLE.-Section 6 of the Board for 
International Broadcasting Act of 1973 (22 
U.S.C. 2875) is amended-

f1J by inserting "(aJ" after "SEC. 6. "; 
f2J by adding the following at the end of 

subsection fa), as so designated by para
graph ( 1J: "The Secretary shall report regu
larly to the Board on the impact of broad
casts by RFE/RL, Incorporated, in Eastern 
Europe and the Soviet Union."; and 

(3) by adding at the end thereof the follow
ing new subsection: 

"(b) No grant may be made under this Act 
unless RFE/RL, Incorporated, agrees to the 
pre."ence of an observer representing the Sec
re _ ..,ry of State at the meetings of its Board 
of Directors.". 

(b) LIAISON WITH RFE/RL, INCORPORATED; 
REPRESENTATION AT BOARD MEETINGS.-The 
Secretary of State shall-

(1J establish an office within the United 
States Consulate in Munich, Federal Repub
lic of Germany, which shall be responsible 
for the daily liaison operations of the De
partment of State with RFE/RL, Incorpo
rated; and 

f2J be represented by an observer at each 
meeting of the Board for International 
Broadcasting and of the Board of Directors 
of RFE/RL, Incorporated. 
SEC. JD6. TASK FORCE WITH RESPECT TO BROAD

CASTS TO SOVIET JEWRY. 
(a} ESTABLISH TASK FORCE.-There shall be 

established by the Board tor International 

Broadcasting a task force to conduct a 
study of the advisability and feasibility of 
increasing broadcasts to the Jewish popula
tion within the Soviet Union. 

fbJ STUDY.-The Task Force shall-
(1) investigate the needs of Jewish audi

ences in the Soviet Union; 
(2) study the practicality and desirability 

of establishing a special program, in accord
ance with the Program Policy Guidelines of 
RFE/RL, Inc., of Russian language broad
casting to the Jewish population of the 
Soviet Union; 

(3) study the advisability of incorporating 
such a special program in a special unit of 
its Radio Liberty division entitled the 
"Radio Maccabee Program of Radio Liber
ty"; 

f4J make recommendations with respect to 
the desirable content of broadcast program
ming; and 

f5J identify the needs and concerns of the 
activist as well as the refusnik population 
in the Soviet Union. 

fcJ REPORT.-Not later than 6 months after 
the date of the enactment of this Act, the 
Board for International Broadcasting shall 
submit a report to the Congress. Such report 
shall include the following: 

flJ Whether expansion of original pro
gramming scheduled ("Jewish Cultural and 
Social Life") or planned ("Judaism") is ful
filling the needs of the audience, and wheth
er expanded Soviet-Jewish programming 
should include broadcasts on Jewish history, 
culture, religion, or other matters of general 
cultural, intellectual, political, and religious 
interest to the Soviet Jewish population, as 
well as Hebrew education courses. 

f2J The extent to which such programming 
is broadcast in Russian, Hebrew, and Yid
dish. 

(3) Recommendations tor implementing 
expanded programming within the structure 
of RFE/RL, Inc., including specific person
nel required and providing for a Soviet 
Jewry administrative unit within Radio 
Liberty. 

f4J The findings of, and the recommenda
tions from, the study required under subsec
tion fbJ. 

(d) MACCABEE PROGRAMMING.-RFE/RL, 
Incorporated, shall strengthen existing pro
gramming dealing with issues of concern to 
Jewish audiences in the Soviet Union, to be 
known as Maccabee programming. 

(e) EXISTING PERSONNEL TO CONDUCT STUDY 
AND MAKE REPORT.-The study and the report 
required by this section shall be carried out 
by existing personnel of RFE, Inc., or the 
Board of International Broadcasting. 

TITLE IV-THE ASIA FOUNDATION 
SEC. 101. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS. 

Section 404 of The Asia Foundation Act 
f22 U.S.C. 4403) is amended to read as fol
lows: 

"FUNDING 
"SEc. 404. There are authorized to be ap

propriated to the Secretary of State 
$10,500,000 for each of the fiscal years 1986 
and 1987 for grants to The Asia Foundation 
pursuant to this title.". 

TITLE V-IRAN CLAIMS SE1TLEMENT 
SEC. 501. RECEIPT AND DETERMINATION OF CER

TAIN CLAIMS. 
fa) AUTHORITY OF FOREIGN CLAIMS SETTLE

MENT COMMISSION.-The Foreign Claims Set
tlement Commission of the United States is 
authorized to receive and determine the va
lidity and amounts of claims by nationals of 
the United States against Iran which are 
settled en bloc by the United States. In de-



July 30, 1985 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE 21613 
ciding such claims, the Commission shall 
apply, in the following order-

(1) the terms of any settlement agreement; 
(2) the relevant provisions of the Declara

tions of the Government of the Democratic 
and Popular Republic of Algeria of January 
19, 1981, giving consideration to interpreta
tions thereof by the Iran-United States 
Claims Tribunal; and 

(3) applicable :nrinciples of international 
law, justice, and equity. 
Except as otherwise provided in this title, 
the provisions of title I of the International 
Claims Settlement Act of 1949 f22 U.S.C. 
1621 et seq.) shall apply with respect to 
claims under this section. Any reference in 
such provisions to "this title" shall be 
deemed to refer to those provisions and to 
this section. 

(b) CERTIFICATION AND PAYMENT.-The Com
mission shall certify to the Secretary of the 
Treasury any awards determined pursuant 
to subsection (aJ in accordance with section 
5 of title I of the International Claims Set
tlement Act of 1949 (22 U.S.C. 1624). Such 
awards shall be paid in accordance with sec
tions 7 and 8 of such title (22 U.S.C. 1626 
and 1627), except that-

(1) the Secretary of the Treasury is author
ized to make payments pursuant to para
graphs (1J and (2J of section 8fcJ of such 
title in the amount of $10,000 or the princi
pal amount of the award, whichever is less; 
and 

(2) the Secretary of the Treasury may 
deduct. pursuant to section 7(bJ of such 
title, an amount calculated in accordance 
with section 502(aJ of this Act. instead of 5 
percent of payments made pursuant to sec
tion 8 ( cJ of such title. 
SEC. 501. DEDUCTIONS FROM ARBITRAL A WARDS. 

(a) DEDUCTION FOR EXPENSES OF THE UNITED 
STATEs.-Except as provided in section 503, 
the Federal Reserve Bank of New York shall 
deduct from the aggregate amount awarded 
under each enumerated claim before the 
Iran-United States Claims Tribunal in Javor 
of a United States claimant, an amount 
equal to 1 1/2 percent of the first $5,000,000 
and 1 percent of any amount over 
$5,000,000, as reimbursement to the United 
States Govemment tor expenses incurred in 
connection with the arbitration of claims of 
United States claimants against Iran be/ore 
that Tribunal and the maintenance of the 
Security Account established pursuant to 
the Declarations of the Democratic and Pop
ular Republic of Algeria of January 19, 1981. 
The Federal Reserve Bank of New York shall 
make the deduction required by the preced
ing sentence whenever the Bank receives an 
amount from the Security Account in satis
faction of an award rendered by the Iran
United States Claim Tribunal on the enu
merated claim involved. 

(b) DEDUCTION TREATED AS MISCELLANEOUS 
RECEIPT.-Amounts deducted by the Federal 
Reserve Bank of New York pursuant to sub
section (a) shall be deposited into the Treas
ury of the United States to the credit of mis
cellaneous receipts. 

(c) PAYMENT TO UNITED STATES CLAIMANTS.
Nothing in this section shall be construed to 
ajject the payment to United States claim
ants of amounts received by the Federal Re
serve Bank of New York in respect of awards 
by the Iran-United States Claims Tribunal, 
ajter deduction of the amounts calculated in 
accordance with subsection (a). 

(d) EFFECTIVE DATE.-This section shall be 
effective as of June 7, 1982. 
SEC. 50J. EN BLOC SETTLEMENT. 

The deduction by the Federal Reserve 
Bank of New York provided for in section 

502fa) of this Act shall not apply in the case 
of a sum received by the Bank pursuant to 
an en bloc settlement of any category of 
claims of United States nationals against 
Iran when such sum is to be used tor pay
ments in satisfaction of awards certified by 
the Foreign Claims Settlement Commission 
pursuant to section 501 (b) of this AcL 
SEC. 501. REIMBURSEMENT TO THE FEDERAL RE

SERVE BANK OF NEW YORK 
The Secretary of the Treasury may reim

burse the Federal Reserve Bank of New York 
for expenses incurred by the Bank in the 
performance of fiscal agency agreements re
lating to the settlement or arbitration of 
claims pursuant to the Declarations of the 
Democratic and Popular Republic of Algeria 
of January 19, 1981. 
SEC. 505. CONFIDENTIALITY OF RECORDS. 

Notwithstanding section 552 of title 5, 
United States Code (commonly referred to as 
the Freedom of In/ormation Act), records 
pertaining to the arbitration of claims 
before the Iran- United States Claims Tribu
nal may not be disclosed to the general 
public, except that-

(1J rules, awards, and other decisions of 
the Tribunal and claims and responsive 
pleadings filed at the Tribunal by the United 
States on its own behalf shall be made avail
able to the public, unless the Secretary of 
State determines that public disclosure 
would be prejudicial to the interests of the 
United States or United States claimants in 
proceedings be/ore the Tribunal, or that 
public disclosure would be contrary to the 
rules of the Tribunal,· and 

(2) the Secretary of State may determine 
on a case-by-case basis to make such in/or
mation available when in the judgment of 
the Secretary the interests of justice so re
quire. 

TITLE VI-UNITED STATES SCHOLARSHIP 
PROGRAM FOR DEVELOPING COUNTRIES 

SEC. 601. STATEMENT OF PURPOSE. 
The purpose of this title is to establish an 

undergraduate scholarship program de
signed to bring students of limited financial 
means from developing countries to the 
United States tor study at United States in
stitutions of higher education. 
SEC. 601. FINDINGS AND DECLARATIONS OF POLICY. 

The Congress finds and declares that-
( 1J it is in the national interest for the 

United States Government to provide a 
stable source of financial support to give 
students in developing countries the oppor
tunity to study in the United States, in 
order to improve the range and quality of 
educational alternatives, increase mutual 
understanding, and build lasting links be
tween those countries and the United States; 

(2) providing scholarships to foreign stu
dents to study in the United States has 
proven over time to be an effective means of 
creating strong bonds between the United 
States and the future leadership of develop
ing countries and, at the same time, assists 
countries substantially in their development 
efforts; 

(3) study in United States institutions by 
foreign students enhances trade and eco
nomic relationships by providing strong 
English language skills and establishing 
professional and business contacts;O 

(4) students from families of limited fi
nancial means have, in the past. largely not 
had the opportunity to study in the United 
States, and scholarship programs sponsored 
by the United States have made no provi
sion tor identifying, preparing, or support
ing such students tor study in the United 
States; 

(5) it is essential that the United States 
citizenry develop its knowledge and under
standing of the developing countries and 
their languages, cultures, and socioeconom
ic composition as these areas assume an 
ever larger role in the world community; 

(6) the number of United States Govern
ment-sponsored scholarships tor students in 
developing countries has been exceeded as 
much as twelve times in a given year by the 
number of scholarships offered by Soviet
bloc governments to students in developing 
countries, and this disparity entails the seri
ous long-run cost of having so many of the 
potential future leaders of the developing 
world educated in Soviet-bloc countries; 

(7J from 1972 through 1982 the Soviet 
Union and Eastern European governments 
collectively increased their education ex
change programs to Latin America and the 
Caribbean by 205 percent while those of the 
United States declined by 52 percent.· 

(8) an undergraduate scholarship program 
for students of limited financial means from 
developing countries to study in the United 
States would complement current assistance 
efforts in the areas of advanced education 
and training of people of developing coun
tries in such disciplines as are required tor 
planning and implementation of public and 
private development activities; 

(9) the National Bipartisan Commission 
on Central America has recommended a pro
gram of 10,000 United States Government
sponsored scholarships to bring Central 
American students to the United States, 
which program would involve careful target
ing to encourage participation by young 
people from all social and economic classes, 
would maintain existing admission stand
ards by providing intensive English and 
other training, and would encourage gradu
ates to return to their home countries ajter 
completing their education; and 

(10) it is also in the interest of the United 
States, as well as peaceful cooperation in the 
Western Hemisphere, that particular atten
tion be given to the students of the Caribbe
an region. 
SEC. 60J. SCHOLARSHIP PROGRAM AUTHORITY. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-The President, acting 
through the United States In/ormation 
Agency, shall provide scholarships (includ
ing partial assistance) tor undergraduate 
study at United States institutions of higher 
education by citizens and nationals of de
veloping countries who have completed their 
secondary education and who would not 
otherwise have an opportunity to study in 
the United States due to financial limita
tions. 

(b) FORM OF SCHOLARSHIP; FORGIVENESS OF 
LOAN REPAYMENT.-To encourage students to 
use their training in their countries of 
origin, each scholarship pursuant to this 
section shall be in the form of a loan with 
all repayment to be forgiven upon the stu
dent's prompt return to his or her country of 
origin for a period which is at least one year 
longer than the period spent studying in the 
United States. If the student is granted 
asylum in the United States pursuant to sec
tion 208 of the Immigration and National
ity Act or is admitted to the United States as 
a refugee pursuant to section 207 of that Act. 
half of the repayment shall be forgiven. 

(C) CONSULTATION.-Bejore allocating any 
of the funds made available to carry out this 
title, the President shall consult with United 
States institutions of higher education, edu
cational exchange organizations, United 
States missions in developing countries, and 
the governments of participating countries 
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on how to implement the guidelines speci
fied in section 604. 

fdJ DEFINITION.-For purposes of this title, 
the term "institution of higher education" 
has the same meaning as given to such term 
by section 1201faJ of the Higher Education 
Act of 1965. 
SEC. 601. GUIDELINES. 

The scholarship program under this title 
shall be carried out in accordance with the 
following guidelines: 

(1) Consistent with section 112(b) of the 
Mutual Educational and Cultural Exchange 
Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C. 2460fb)J, all programs 
created pursuant to this title shall be nonpo
litical and balanced, and shall be adminis
tered in keeping with the highest standards 
of academic integrity. 

f2) United States missions shall design 
ways to identify promising students who are 
in secondary educational institutions, or 
who have completed their secondary educa
tion, for study in the United States. In car
rying out this paragraph, the United States 
mission in a country shall consult with 
Peace Corps volunteers and staff assigned to 
that country and with private and volun
tary organizations with a proven record of 
providing development assistance to devel
oping countries. 

f3J United States missions shall develop 
and strictly implement specific economic 
need criteria. Scholarships under this title 
may only be provided to students who meet 
the economic need criteria. 

(4) The program shall utilize educational 
institutions in the United States and in de
veloping countries to help participants in 
the programs acquire necessary skills in 
English and other appropriate education 
training. 

(5) Each participant from a developing 
country shall be selected on the basis of aca
demic and leadership potential and the eco
nomic, political, and social development 
needs of such country. Such needs shall be 
determined by each United States mission 
in consultation with the government of the 
respective country. Scholarship opportuni
ties shall emphasize fields that are critical 
to the development of the participant's 
country, including agriculture, civil engi
neering, communications, social science, 
education, public and business administra
tion, health, nutrition, environmental stud
ies, population and family planning, and 
energy. 

(6) The program shall be flexible in order 
to take advantage of different training and 
educational opportunities offered by univer
sities, postsecondary vocational training 
schools, and community colleges in the 
United States. 

f7J The program shall be flexible with re
spect to the number of years of undergradu
ate education financed but in no case shall 
students be brought to the United States for 
a period less than one year. 

f8J Adequate allowance shall be made in 
the scholarship for the purchase of books 
and related educational material relevant to 
the program of study. 

f9J Further allowance shall be made to 
provide adequate opportunities for profes
sional, academic, and cultural enrichment 
for scholarship recipients. 

(10) The program shall, to the maximum 
extent practicable, offer equal opportunities 
for both male and female students to study 
in the United States. 

(11) The United States In.torm.ation 
Agency shall recommend to each student, 
who receives a scholarship under this title 
for study at a college or university, that the 

student enroll in a course on the classics of 
American political thought or which other
wise emphasizes the ideas, principles, and 
documents upon which the United States 
was founded. 
SEC. 605. AUTHORITY TO ENTER INTO AGREEMENTS. 

The President may enter into agreements 
with foreign governments in furtherance of 
the purposes of this title. Such agreements 
may provide for the creation or continu
ation of binational or multinational educa
tional and cultural foundations and com
missions for the purposes of administering 
programs under this title. 
SEC. 606. POLICY REGARDING OTHER INTERNATION

AL EDUCATIONAL PROGRAMS. 
fa) AID-FUNDED PROGRAMS.-The Congress 

urges the administrator of the agency pri
marily responsible for administering part I 
of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, in im
plementing programs authorized under that 
part, to increase assistance for undergradu
ate scholarships for students of limited fi
nancial means from developing countries to 
study in the United States at United States 
institutions of higher education. To the 
maximum extent practicable, such scholar
ship assistance shall be furnished in accord
ance with the guidelines contained in sec
tion 604 of this title. 

(b) USIA-FUNDED POSTGRADUATE STUDY IN 
THE UNITED STATES.-The Congress urges the 
Director of the United States ln./ormation 
Agency to expand opportunities for students 
of limited financial means from developing 
countries to receive financial assistance for 
postgraduate study at United States institu
tions of higher education. 

(C) STUDY BY AMERICANS IN DEVELOPING 
CouNTRIEs.-The Congress urges the Presi
dent to take such steps as are necessary to 
expand the opportunities for Americans 
from all economic classes to study in devel
oping countries. 
SEC. 60i. ESTABLISHMENT AND MAINTENANCE OF 

COUNSELING SERVICES. 
(a) COUNSELING SERVICES ABROAD.-For the 

purpose of assisting foreign students in 
choosing fields of study, selecting appropri
ate institutions of higher education, and 
preparing for their stay in the United States, 
the President may make suitable arrange
ments for counseling and orientation serv
ices abroad. 

(b) COUNSELING SERVICES IN THE UNITED 
STATEs.-For the purposes of assisting for
eign students in making the best use of their 
opportunities while attending United States 
institutions of higher education, and assist
ing such students in directing their talents 
and initiative into channels which will 
make them more effective leaaers upon 
return to their native lands, the President 
may make suitable arrangements (by con
tract or otherwise) for the establishment and 
maintenance of adequate counseling serv
ices at United States institutions of higher 
education which are attended by foreign stu
dents. 
SEC. 608. BOARD OF FOREIGN SCHOLARSHIPS. 

The Board of Foreign Scholarships shall 
advise and assist the President in the dis
charge of the scholarship program carried 
out pursuant to this title, in accordance 
with the guidelines set forth in section 604. 
The President may provide for such addi
tional secretarial and staff assistance for 
the Board as may be required to carry out 
this title. 
SEC. 609. GENERAL AUTHORITIES. 

(a) PUBLIC AND PRIVATE SECTOR CONTRIBU
TIONS.-The public and private sectors in the 
United States and in the developing coun-

tries shall be encouraged to contribute to the 
costs of the scholarship program financed 
under this title. 

(b) UTILIZATION OF RETURNING PROGRAM 
PARTICIPANTS.-The President shall seek to 
engage the public and private sectors of de
veloping countries in programs to maximize 
the utilization of recipients of scholarships 
under this title upon their return to their 
own countries. 

(C) PROMOTION ABROAD OF SCHOLARSHIP 
PROGRAM.-The President may provide for 
publicity and promotion abroad of the 
scholarship program provided for in this 
title. 

(d) INCREASING UNITED STATES UNDERSTAND
ING OF DEVELOPING COUNTRIES.-The Presi
dent shall encourage United States institu
tions of higher education, which are attend
ed by students from developing countries 
who receive scholarships under this title, to 
provide opportunities for United States citi
zens attending those institutions to develop 
their knowledge and understanding of the 
developing countries, and the languages and 
cultures of those countries, represented by 
those foreign students. 

(e) OTHER ACTIVITIES TO PROMOTE IM
PROVED UNDERSTANDING.-Funds allocated by 
the United States ln./ormation Agency, or 
the agency primarily responsible for carry
ing out part I of the Foreign Assistance Act 
of 1961, for scholarships in accordance with 
this title shall be available to enhance the 
educational training and capabilities of the 
people of Latin America and the Caribbean 
and to promote better understanding be
tween the United States and Latin America 
and the Caribbean through programs of co
operation, study, training, and research. 
Such funds may be used for program and ad
ministrative costs for institutions carrying 
out such programs. 
SEC. 610. ENGLISH TEACHING, TEXTBOOKS, AND 

OTHER TEACHING MATERIALS. 

Wherever adequate facilities or materials 
are not available to carry out the purposes 
of paragraph (4) of section 604 in the par
ticipant's country and the President deter
mines that the purposes of this title are best 
served by providing the preliminary train
ing in the participant's country, the Presi
dent may fby purchase, contract, or other 
appropriate means) provide the necessary 
materials and instructors to achieve such 
purpose. 
SEC. 61 I. REPORTING REQUIREMENT. 

Not later than February 1 each year, the 
President shall submit to the Congress a 
report on the activities carried on and ex
penditures made pursuant to this title 
during the preceding fiscal year. 
SEC. 6/Z. FUNDING OF SCHOLARSHIPS FOR FISCAL 

YEAR 1986 AND FISCAL YEAR 198i. 

(a) CENTRAL AMERICAN UNDERGRADUATE 
SCHOLARSHIP PROGRAM.-The undergraduate 
scholarship program financed by the United 
States ln./ormation Agency for students from 
Central America for fiscal year 1986 and 
fiscal year 1987 shall be conducted in ac
cordance with this title. 

(b) SCHOLARSHIPS FOR STUDENTS FROM 
OTHER DEVELOPING COUNTRIES.-Any funds 
appropriated to the United States ln./orma
tion Agency for fiscal year 1986 or fiscal 
year 1987 for any purpose fother than funds 
appropriated for educational exchange pro
grams under section 102fa)(1J of the Mutual 
Educational and Cultural Exchange Act of 
1961 f22 U.S.C. 2452fa)(1JJ may be used to 
carry out this title with respect to students 
from developing countries outside Central 
America. 
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SEC. 6/J. LATIN AMERICAN EXCHANGES. 

OJ any funds authorized to be appropri
ated for activities authorized by this title, 
not less than 25 percent shall be allocated to 
fund grants and exchanges to Latin America 
and the Caribbean. 
SEC. 6U. FEASIBILITY STUDY OF TRAINING PRO

GRAMS IN SIZABLE HISPANIC POPULA
TIONS. 

No later than December 15, 1985, the Di
rector of the United States Information 
Agency and the Administrator of the Agency 
for International Development shall report 
jointly, to the chairman of the Committee on 
Foreign Relations of the Senate and the 
chairman of the Committee on Foreign Af
fairs of the House of Representatives, on the 
feasibility of greater utilization in those two 
agencies' scholarship and participant train
ing programs of the United States universi
ties in States bordering Latin American and 
Caribbean which are located in areas char
acterized by the presence of sizable Hispanic 
populations. 
SEC. 615. COMPLIANCE WITH CONGRESSIONAL 

BUDGET ACT. 
Any authority provided by this title to 

enter into contracts shall be effective only-
( 1J to the extent that the budget authority 

for the obligation to make outlays, which is 
created by the contract, has been provided 
in advance by an appropriation Act,· or 

f2) to the extent or in such amounts as are 
provided in advance in appropriation Acts. 

TITLE VII-ARMS CONTROL AND 
DISARMAMENT 

SEC. 701. SUPPLEMENTAL AUTHORIZATION OF AP
PROPRIATIONS FOR FISCAL YEAR 1985. 

Section 49fa)(1J of the Arms Control and 
Disarmament Act f22 U.S.C. 2589fa)(1J) is 
amended to read as follows: 

"f1J for the fiscal year 1985, $23,789,000, of 
which amount $4,321,000 shall be available 
only to pay necessary expenses incurred in 
connection with arms control negotiations 
with the Government of the Soviet Union on 
strategic arms reductions, intermediate
range nuclear forces, and space and defen
sive weapons;". 
SEC. 702. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS FOR 

FISCAL YEARS 1986 AND 1987. 
Section 49fa)(2) of the Arms Control and 

Disarmament Act f22 U.S.C. 2589fa)(2)) is 
amended to read as follows: 

"(2) for the fiscal year 1986, $25,614,000, 
and for the fiscal year 1987, $25,614,000, of 
which amounts $6,146,000 shall be available 
in each fiscal year only to pay necessary ex
penses incurred in connection with arms 
control negotiations conducted with the 
Government of the Soviet Union on strate
gic arms reductions, intermediate-range nu
clear forces, and space and defensive weap
ons; and". 
SEC. 703. REPORTS ON ADHERENCE TO AND COMPLI

ANCE WITH AGREEMENTS. 
The Arms Control and Disarmament Act 

(22 U.S.C. 2551 et seq.) is amended by 
adding at the end thereof the following new 
section: 
"SEC. 52. REPORTS ON ADHERENCE TO AND COMPLI· 

ANCE WITH AGREEMENTS. 
"The Congress determines that the 

achievement and maintenance of successful 
controls upon armaments requires official 
and public confidence that the parties are 
expected to adhere to their commitments 
and that the parties will be held accountable 
for failure to meet obligations. Without such 
confidence, existing arms control accords 
are eroded, and the prospects are jeopard
ized for new agreements which can place 
further controls on the competition in nucle-

ar and conventional weapons and which 
can increase international stability. In ac
cordance with this determination-

"( 1J the President shall submit, not later 
than January 31 of each year, to the Speaker 
of the House of Representatives and the 
chairman of the Committee on Foreign Re
lations of the Senate a report prepared by 
the Director, in coordination with the Secre
tary of State, the Secretary of Defense, the 
Secretary of Energy, the Chairman of the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff, and the Director of 
Central Intelligence, on the adherence of the 
United States to obligations undertaken in 
arms control agreements and on any prob
lems related to compliance by other nations 
with the provisions of bilateral and multi
lateral arms control agreements to which 
the United States is a party; 

"(2) the section of the report dealing with 
United States adherence shall include in/or
mation on the policies and organization of 
each relevent agency or department of the 
United States to ensure adherence, a de
scription of national security programs 
with a direct bearing on adherence ques
tions and of steps being taken to ensure ad
herence, and a compilation of any substan
tive questions raised during the previous 
year regarding United States adherence, to
gether with an assessment of such issues and 
the need for any corrective action; and 

"f3J the section of the report dealing with 
problems of compliance by other nations 
shall include, in the case of each treaty or 
agreement about which compliance ques
tions exist-

"fA) a description of each significant issue 
raised and efforts made and contemplated 
with the other party to seek a resolution of 
the difficulty; 

"fBJ an assessment of damage, if any, to 
United States security and other interests; 
and 

"(C) recommendations as to any steps 
which should be considered to redress any 
damage to United States national security 
and to reduce compliance problems. 
"The report required by this section shall be 
provided in unclassified form, with classi
fied annexes, as appropriate.". 
SEC. 701. PAY FOR DEPUTY DIRECTOR AND ASSIST· 

ANT DIRECTORs. 
(a) AMENDMENTS TO TITLE 5.-Titze 5 O/ the 

United States Code, is amended-
(1) in section 5314, by adding at the end 

thereof the following: 
"Deputy ·Director of the United States 

Arms Control and Disarmament Agency."; 
(2) in section 5315-
fA) by striking out 
"Deputy Director of the United States 

Arms Control and Disarmament Agency."; 
and 

fBJ by adding at the end thereof the fol
lowing: 

"Assistant Directors, United States Arms 
Control and Disarmament Agency (4). ";and 

(3) in section 5316, by striking out 
"Assistant Directors, United States Arms 

Control and Disarmament Agency (4). ". 
(b) COMPLIANCE W/77:( BUDGET ACT.-Any 

new spending authority (within the mean
ing of section 401 of the Congressional 
Budget Act of 1974) which is provided under 
the amendments made by this section shall 
be effective for any fiscal year only to such 
extent or in such amounts as are provided 
in appropriation Acts. 
SEC. 705. NEW BUILDING IN GENEVA FOR THE USE OF 

THE UNITED STATES ARMS CONTROL 
NEGOTIATING TEAMS. 

fa) FINDINGS.-The Congress finds that
(!) the United States is party to vital talks 

on arms control in Geneva, Switzerland; 

(2) these talks include negotiations on 
strategic nuclear weapons, intermediate 
range nuclear weapons, space and defense 
systems, a bilateral United States-Soviet 
forum, called the Standing Consultative 
Commission, and a multilateral forum, 
called the Conference on Disarmament,· 

f 3) the United States delegations to these 
talks occupy buildings and spaces insuffi
ciently secure, modernized, or large enough 
to permit those delegations to conduct their 
work efficiently; 

f4) the United States delegations to the 
strategic, intermediate and space and de
fense talks in particular occupy space in the 
Botanic Building that is also occupied by 
offices of numerous other, non-United States 
organiza:ions, and shares common walls 
and parking facilities with these delega
tions; 

(5) arms control negotiations require so
phisticated security facilities, telecommuni
cations equipment, simultaneous transla
tion capabilities and other specialized serv
ices; and 

f6) the Soviet Union, for its part, has 
made available for its negotiating team a 
modern, secure, well-equipped building dedi
cated for the use of its arms control negoti
ating teams. 

(b) SENSE OF CONGRESS.-/t is the sense of 
the Congress that-

(1) in order to facilitate the effective work 
of the United States arms control negotiat
ing teams, and to provide for them a dedi
cated structure capable of supporting their 
vital tasks on a permanent basis, the Secre
tary of State should submit to the Congress 
a report on the feasibility, cost, location, 
and requirements of a structure to house the 
United States arms control negotiating 
teams in Geneva; 

f2) this report should be submitted as soon 
as possible; and 

(3) this matter should be included in the 
consideration of the 1985 supplemental ap
propriation process. 
SEC. 706. STUDY OF MEASURES TO ENHANCE CRISIS 

STABILITY AND CONTROL. 

fa) STUDY.-The Secretary of State and the 
Director of the Arms Control and Disarma
ment Agency shall conduct a detailed and 
complete study and evaluation of additional 
measures which both enhance the security of 
the United States and reduce the likelihood 
of nuclear weapons use by contributing to 
crisis stability or crisis control capabilities, 
including speci/ic consideration of the fol
lowing measures: 

( 1J Increased redundancy of direct com
munications link circuits, including the cre
ation of new survivable circuits and termi
nals, located outside the national capitals 
which have access to the command and con
trol system of the country in which they are 
located. 

(2) Establishment of redundant, surviv
able direct communications links between 
and among all nuclear-armed states. 

f 3) Conclusion of an agreement creating 
"non-target" sanctuaries only for certain 
direct communications link circuits to en
hance survivability of communications. 

f4) Creation in advance of standard oper
ating procedures for communicating, and 
possibly cooperating, with the Soviet Union 
and other states in the event of nuclear at
tacks by third parties on either the United 
States or Soviet Union. 

(5) Addition to the Incidents At Sea agree
ment of a prohibition on the "locking on" of 
fire control radars on ships and planes of 
the other side, an agreement on the separa-
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tion of naval forces during specified periods 
of crisis, and other such measures relevant 
to the Incidents At Sea agreement. 

(6) Placement by the United States and the 
Soviet Union of unmanned launch sensors 
in the land-based missile fields of both coun
tries. 

(7) Establishment of anti-submarine oper
ations tree zones designed to enhance the se
curity of ballistic missile submarines. 

(8) Installation of permissive action links 
aboard the ballistic missile submarines of 
the United States, which might possibly be 
activated or deactivated at various levels of 
alert, and encouragement of the Soviet 
Union to do the same. 

(9) Establishment of training programs for 
National Command Authority officials to 
familiarize them with alert procedures, com
munications capabilities, nuclear weapons 
release authority procedures, and the crisis 
control and stability implications thereof. 

(10) Include in standard operating proce
dure the relocation in a crisis of a National 
Command Authority official outside Wash
ington, D. C. to a secure location with access 
to the strategic command and control 
system, and announce the institution of this 
procedure to relevant foreign governments. 

(b) REPORT.-The Secretary of State and 
the Director of the Arms Control and Disar
mament Agency shall submit a report of the 
study and evaluation under subsection fa) 
to the Committees on Armed Services and 
Foreign Relations of the Senate and the 
Committees on Armed Services and Foreign 
Affairs of the House of Representatives by 
January 1, 1986. Such report should be 
available in both a classified, if necessary, 
and unclassified format. 
SEC. 707. POUCY TOWARD BANNING CHEMICAL 

WEAPONS. 
fa) FINDINGS.-The Congress finds that-
( 1J chemical weapons are among the most 

terrible weapons in today's military arse
nals; 

(2) it is the objective of the United States 
to eliminate the threat of chemical war/are 
through a comprehensive and verifiable ban 
on chemical weapons; 

(3) the United States is vigorously pursu
ing a multilateral agreement to ban chemi
cal weapons; 

(4) the negotiation of a verifiable, bilater
al agreement between the United States and 
the Soviet Union would be a significant step 
toward achieving a worldwide ban on chem
ical weapons; 

(5) bilateral discussions relating to a ban 
on chemical weapons took place in July and 
August of 1984 between the United States 
and Soviet delegations to the Conference on 
Disarmament,· and 

(6) such endeavors could serve the security 
interests of humankind. 

(b) SENSE OF CONGRESS.-It is the sense O/ 
the Congress that the President-

(1) should be commended for his efforts to 
negotiate a multilateral agreement banning 
chemical weapons,· 

(2) should continue to pursue vigorously 
such an agreement,· and 

(3) should seek the continuation and de
velopment of bilateral discussions between 
the United States and the Soviet Union to 
achieve a comprehensive and verifiable ban 
on chemical weapons. 
SEC. 708. POUCY REGARDING A JOINT STUDY BY THE 

UNITED STATES AND THE SOYIET 
UNION OF THE CONSEQUENCES OF NU
CLEAR WINTER. 

It is the sense of the Congress that the 
President should propose to the Government 
of the Soviet Union during any arms control 
talks held with such Government that-

(1) the United States and the Soviet Union 
should jointly study the atmospheric, cli
matic, environmental, and biological conse
quences of nuclear explosions, sometimes 
known as "nuclear winter': and the impact 
that nuclear winter would have on the na
tional security of both nations; 

(2) such a joint study should include the 
sharing and exchange of in/ormation and 
findings on the nuclear winter phenomena 
and make recommendations on possible 
joint research projects that would benefit 
both nations; and 

(3) at an appropriate time the other nucle
ar weapon states fthe United Kingdom, 
France, and the People's Republic of China) 
should be involved in the study. 
TITLE VIII-MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS 
SEC. 80/. TERMINATION OF NATIONAL EMERGENCIES 

BY JOINT RESOLUTION. 
Section 202 of the National Emergencies 

Act is amended-
(1) in subsection (a)-
fA) by amending paragraph (1) to read as 

follows: 
"( 1J there is enacted into law a joint reso

lution terminating the emergency; or",· and 
(B) in the second sentence, by striking out 

"concurrent" and inserting in lieu thereof 
"joint"; 

(2) in subsection (b), by striking out "con
current" and inserting in lieu thereof 
"joint"; and 

(3) in subsection (c), by striking out "con
current" each of the six places it appears 
and inserting in lieu thereof "joint". 
SEC. 801. UNITED STATES INSTITUTE OF PEACE. 

It is the sense of the Congress that, pursu
ant to title XVII of the Department of De
fense Authorization Act, 1985 (22 U.S.C. 
4601 et seq.), nominations to the Board of 
Directors for the United States Institute of 
Peace should be submitted to the Senate on 
a timely basis to permit implementation of 
the congressional mandate. 
SEC. 803. EX GRATIA PAYMENT TO THE GOVERN

MENT OF SWITZERLAND. 
Section 39 of the Trading With the Enemy 

Act (62 Stat. 1246; 50 U.S.C. App. 39) is 
amended by adding at the end thereof the 
following new subsection: 

"(/) Notwithstanding any of the provi
sions of subsections fa) through fd) of this 
section, the Attorney General is authorized 
to pay from property vested in or trans
ferred to the Attorney General under this 
Act, the sum of $20,000 as an ex gratia pay
ment to the Government of Switzerland in 
accordance with the terms of the agreement 
entered into by that Government and the 
Government of the United States on March 
12, 1980.". 
SEC. Stu. POLICY TOWARD APPLICATION OF THE 

YALTA AGREEMENT. 
fa) FINDINGs-The Congress finds that-
(1) during World War II, representatives 

of the United States, Britain, and the Soviet 
Union took part in agreements and under
standings concerning other peoples and na
tions in Europe; 

f2) the Soviet Union has not adhered to its 
obligation undertaken in the 1945 Yalta 
agreement to guarantee free elections in the 
countries involved, specifically the pledge 
for the "earliest possible establishment of 
tree elections of government responsive to 
the wills of the people and to facilitate 
where necessary the holding of such elec
tions"; 

r 3) the strong desire of the people of Cen
tral and Eastern Europe to exercise their na
tional sovereignty and self-determination 
and to resist Soviet domination has been 
demonstrated on many occasions since 1945, 

including armed resistance to the forcible 
Soviet takeover of the Baltic Republics and 
resistance in the Ukraine as well as in the 
German Democratic Republic in 1953, in 
Hungary in 1956, in Czechoslovakia in 1968, 
and in Poland in 1956, 1970, and since 1980; 

(4) it is appropriate that the United States 
express the hopes of the people of the United 
States that the people of Central and East
ern Europe be permitted to exercise their na
tional sovereignty and self-determination 
free from Soviet interference; and 

(9) it is appropriate tor the United States 
to reject any interpretation or application 
that, as a result of the signing of the 1945 
Yalta executive agreements, the United 
States accepts and recognizes in any way 
Soviet hegemony over the countries of East
ern Europe. 

fb) PoucY.-(1) The United States does not 
recognize as legitimate any spheres of influ
ence in Europe and it reaffirms its refusal to 
recognize such spheres in the present or in 
the future, by repudiating any attempts to 
legitimize the domination of East European 
nations by the Soviet Union through the 
Yalta executive agreement. 

(2) The United States proclaims the hope 
that the people of Eastern Europe shall 
again enjoy the right to self-determination 
within a framework that will sustain peace, 
that they shall again have the right to 
choose a form of government under which 
they shall live, and that the sovereign rights 
of self-determination shall be restored to 
them in accordance with the pledge of the 
Atlantic Charter and with provisions of the 
United Nations Charter and the Helsinki 
Final Act of the Conference on Security and 
Cooperation in Europe. 
SEC. 805. POLICY TOWARD TREATMENT OF SOYIET 

PENTECOSTALs. 

fa) FINDINGS.-The Congress finds that
(1) it is the policy of the Government of 

the Soviet Union to hinder and deny the free 
practice of religion and to deny freedom to 
emigrate to the victims of religious persecu
tion; 

f2J such policies are a violation of the 
letter and spirit of the Charter of the United 
Nations, the United Nations Declaration on 
Human Rights, and the Helsinki Final Act 
of the Conference on Security and Coopera
tion in Europe,· 

(3) members of the 170-member Pentecos
tal Christian community living in Chu
guyevka in the Soviet Far East have alleged
ly undergone persecution at the hands of the 
Soviet authorities as a result of their at
tempts to practice their religious beliefs; 

(4) the Soviet authorities allegedly have re
fused to allow members of that Pentecostal 
community to emigrate from the Soviet 
Union; 

(5) when, on Monday May 13, 1985, Jour 
members of the Pentecostal community of 
Chuguyevka attempted to enter the United 
States Embassy in Moscow in an attempt to 
seek refuge and make their plight known, 
they were intercepted by Soviet guards sta
tioned outside the Embassy; 

(6) in the scuffle that ensued three of the 
Pentecostals were beaten severely and ar
rested by the Soviet guards, while the fourth 
Pentecostal gained entrance to the Embassy 
and was interviewed by United States offi
cials,· and 

f7) upon agreeing to leave the United 
States Embassy the man was driven to the 
subway in a diplomatic car where he was 
detained by Soviet police before he could 
enter the subway. 

( 



July 30, 1985 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE 21617 
(b) SENSE OF CONGRESS.-It is the sense of 

the Congress that-
(1) the Soviet Union has acted in viola

tion of the human rights of the Pentecostal 
community in Chuguyevka by hindering the 
practice of their religious beliefs and refus
ing to allow them to emigrate from the 
Soviet Union; 

(2) personnel of the Government of the 
Soviet Union acted in violation of the 
human rights of the Jour members of the 
Pentecostal community who attempted to 
enter the United States Embassy in Moscow, 
particularly in using excessive force in an 
attempt to prevent their entry; 

(3) the United States Department of State 
should continue through all available chan
nels to assure the safety of the Jour persons 
who attempted to enter the United States 
Embassy, and to seek to persuade the Gov
ernment of the Soviet Union to allow the 
members of the Pentecostal community in 
Chuguyevka to emigrate to the West; and 

(4) the Secretary of State should undertake 
a study of United States policy relating to 
the granting of asylum in United States em
bassies abroad and develop recommenda
tions for the Committee on Foreign Rela
tions of the Senate and the Committee on 
Foreign Affairs of the House of Representa
tives as to where current policy might be ad
justed with relation to incidents over the 
past jive years where asylum has been re
quested at United States embassies abroad. 
SEC. 806. DEMOC/UCY ON TAIWAN. 

fa) FINDINGS.-The Congress finds that
(1) peace has prevailed in the Taiwan 

Strait since the normalization of relations 
between the United States and the People's 
Republic of China; 

f2J the United States expects the future of 
Taiwan to be settled peacefully and consid
ers a secure Taiwan free from external 
threat an indispensable element for the is
land's further democratization and a goal 
set forth in the Taiwan Relations Act; 

(3) the authorities on Taiwan are st1iving 
to achieve greater democracy at the local 
level; 

f4) an increasing number of native Tai
wanese have been appointed to responsible 
positions at the provincial and national 
level on Taiwan; 

(5) martial law measures tend to impede 
progress toward democracy and to abridge 
guarantees of human rights; 

(6) movement toward greater democracy 
on Taiwan serves to bolster continued Amer
ican public support for the moral and legal 
responsibilities set forth in the Taiwan Re
lations Act; 

f7J the United States, in the Taiwan Rela
tions Act, has reaffirmed as a national ob
jective the preservation and enhancement of 
the human rights of all the people on 
Taiwan; and 

(8) the United States considers democracy 
a fundamental human right. 

(b) SENSE OF CONGRESS.-It is therefore the 
sense of the Congress that- . 

(1) one important element of a peaceful 
future for Taiwan is greater participation 
in the political process by all the people on 
Taiwan; and 

(2) accordingly, the United States should 
encourage the authorities on Taiwan, in the 
spirit of the Taiwan Relations Act, to work 
vigorously toward this end. 
SEC. 807. INCREASE UNITED STATES-CHINA. T/UDE. 

fa) FINDINGS.-The Congress finds that
(1) the People's Republic of China has 

made substantial progress in promoting 
market-oriented practices throughout the 
Chinese economy; 

(2) the Chinese economy has responded to 
this increased liberalization with record 
growth that last year alone resulted in in
creases in the real gross national product of 
an estimated 13 percent; 

(3) this growth has created significant new 
demand for a vast array of products and 
services that can be met by American pro
ducers; 

(4) United States trade with the People's 
Republic of China totaled only 
$6,000,000,000 in 1984 and was again in def
icit by more than $50,000,000; 

(5) increased exports are essential to the 
creation of American jobs and to the vitality 
of the American economy; and 

(6) the People's Republic of China repre
sents the world's largest potential market. 

(b) SENSE OF CONGRESS.-It is the sense of 
the Congress that, consistent with overall 
American foreign policy and national secu
rity objectives, the Secretary of State and the 
Secretary of Commerce should take appro
priate steps to increase United States-China 
trade with a view to improving the trade 
balance, increasing American jobs through 
export growth, and assuring significant 
United States participation in the growing 
Chinese market. 
SEC. 808. USE OF UNITED STATES OWNED RUPEES. 

Section 903 of the United States-India 
Fund for Cultural. Educational. and Scien
tific Cooperation Act f22 U.S.C. 290j-1J is 
amended-

(1) by inserting "fa)" after "SEc. 903. "; 
and 

(2) by inserting at the end thereof the fol
lowing new subsection: 

"(b) Pending completion of the negotia
tion of an agreement with the Government 
of India, the annual earnings generated by 
the moneys appropriated by the Depart
ments of Commerce, Justice, and State, the 
Judiciary, and Related Agencies Appropria
tion Act, 1985, may be used for the purposes 
set out in section 902faJ. ". 
SEC. 809. REFUGEES IN THAILAND. 

(a) APPRECIATION FOR 'THE RESPONSE OF THE 
GoVERNMENT OF THAILAND.-The Congress 
recognizes and expresses appreciation for 
the extraordinary willingness of the Govern
ment of Thailand to respond in a humani
tarian way to the influx of refugees fleeing 
Vietnamese communist oppression. 

(b) SENSE OF CONGRESS.-It is the sense O/ 
the Congress that-

(1) Cambodians, Laotians, and Vietnam
ese seeking asylum and refuge in Thailand 
should not be involuntarily repatriated or 
otherwise put at risk; and 

(2) every effort should be made to provide 
increased security for refugees in camps in 
Thailand which should include an increased 
presence by international humanitarian or
ganizations. 

(C) REVIEW OF CERTAIN CAMBODIAN REFU
GEES.-

r 1J The Secretary of State should-
fA) work with the Government of Thai

land and the United Nations High Commis
sioner Jor Refugees to conduct a review of 
the status of Cambodians who have not been 
permitted to register at refugee camps in 
Thailand; and 

fBJ implement a humanitarian solution to 
their plight. 

(2) The Secretary of State, with the assist
ance of appropriate agencies, should con
duct a review of those Cambodians who 
have been rejected for admission to the 
United States to ensure such decisions are 
consistent with the letter and spirit of 
United States refugee and immigration law. 

r 3J The Secretary of State, with the assist
ance of appropriate agencies, should insti-

tute as expeditiously as possible a family re
unification program for those refugees in 
Thailand, including those at the border who 
have family members in the United States. 

(4) The Secretary of State should provide 
for a program of educational assistance for 
Cambodians in the border camps and for 
improved literacy training in all camps. 
SEC. 810. POLICY REGARDING FOREIGN EXCHANGE 

INTERYENTION. 

fa) FINDINGS.-The Congress finds and de
clares that-

( 1J the trade deficit looms larger than any 
other threat to the ability of the United 
States to generate jobs and create economic 
well-being; 

f2J the trade deficit continues to deterio
rate even from the 1984 level of 
$123,000,000, 000; 

(3) the trade deficit will continue to dete
riorate until the value of the dollar declines 
on foreign exchange markets; 

(4) the dollar's rise may slow down but is 
unlikely to fall su.tficiently as a result of 
Congress' contemplated budget deficit reduc
tion measures; 

(5) the value of the dollar would probably 
fall under a number of tax reform proposals 
but industries losing market share due to the 
exchange rate may not be able to wait for a 
complete tax package; 

(6) the only remaining timely option for 
-lowering the value of the dollar is interven
tion in foreign exchange markets by the Sec
retary of the Treasury or the Federal Reserve 
Board,· 

(7) any such intervention must be strong 
enough to achieve the intent of the Congress 
of lowering the dollar's value but suJ!icient
ly moderate to prevent a sudden drop in its 
value; 

(8) any such intervention in order to 
assure a gradual decline and protect against 
too large a drop in the value of the dollar, 
will require coordinated action by the cen
tral banks of Europe and Japan as well as 
the United States; and 

(9) such coordination is especially impor
tant to strengthen economic and political 
ties with the allies of the United States and 
to promote consistent macroeconomic poli· 
cies to the mutual benefit of alL 

(b) SENSE OF CONGRESS.-Therefore, it is 
the sense of the Congress that-

(1) the Secretary of the Treasury and the 
Chairman of the Federal Reserve Board, in 
concert with United States allies and coordi
nated with the central banks of the Group of 
Five or other major central banks, should 
take such steps as are necessary to lower 
gradually the value of the dollar; 

(2) such steps should not exclude interven
tion in the foreign exchange markets; 

( 3J the Secretary of the Treasury and the 
Chairman of the Federal Reserve Board 
should work to ensure that the domestic 
macroeconomic policies of the United States 
and its allies are forged to reinforce rather 
than oppose one another. 
SEC. 811. COMMENDING MA. YOR TEDDY KOLLEK OF 

JERUSALEM. 
(a) FINDINGS.-The Congress finds that
(1) Mayor Teddy Kollek has worked to pro

mote harmony among all the people of Jeru
salem; and 

(2) he has promoted freedom of access to 
religious shrines Jor Muslims, Christians, 
and Jews; and 

f3J through his efforts the aesthetic char
acter of the city has been enhanced. 

fbJ COMMENDATION.-ThereJore, the Con
gress commends Mayor Kollek for his efforts 
over the years. 
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SEC. 812. JAPAN-UNITED STATES SECURITY RELA

TIONSHIP AND EFFORTS BY JAPAN TO 
FULFILL SELF-DEFENSE RESPONSIBIL
ITIES. 

(a) FINDINGS.-The Congress hereby finds
(JJ the Japan-United States security rela

tionship is the foundation of the peace and 
security of Japan and the Far East, as well 
as a major contributor to the protection of 
the United States and of the democratic free
doms and economic prosperity enjoyed by 
both the United States and Japan; 

(2) the threats to our two democracies 
have increased significantly since 1976, 
principally through the Soviet invasion of 
Afghanistan, the expansion of Soviet armed 
forces in the Far East, the invasion of Cam
bodia by Vietnam, and the instability in the 
Persian Gulf region as signified by the con
tinuing Iran-Iraq conflict,· 

( 3) in recognition of these and other 
threats, the United States has greatly in
creased its annual defense spending through 
sustained real growth averaging 8.8 percent 
yearly between fiscal1981 and 1985, and cu
mulative real growth of 50 percent in that 
period; 

(4) the United States Government appreci
ates the May 1981 commitment by the Prime 
Minister of Japan that, pursuant to the 
Treaty of Mutual Cooperation and Security 
of 1960 between Japan and the United 
States, Japan, on its own initiative, would 
seek to make even greater efforts for improv
ing its defense capabilities, and pursuant to 
Japan's own Constitution, it was national 
policy for his country to acquire and main
tain the sell-defense forces adequate for the 
defense of its land area and surrounding 
airspace and sealanes, out to a distance of 
1, 000 miles; 

(5) the United States Government ap
plauds the policy of Japan to obtain the ca
pabilities to defend its sea and air lanes out 
to 1,000 miles, expects that these capabilities 
should be acquired by the end of the decade, 
and recognizes that achieving those capa
bilities would significantly improve the na
tional security of both Japan and the United 
States; 

(6) the United States Government appreci
ates the contribution already made by 
Japan through the Host Nation Support 
Program and its recent efforts to increase its 
defense spending; and 

(7) Japan, however, in recent years con
sistently has not provided su.tficient funding 
and resources to meet its self-defense needs 
and to meet common United States-Japan 
defense objectives and alliance responsibil
ities. 

(b) SENSE OF CONGRESS.-It is the sense of 
the Congress that Japan, to fulfill its self-de
fense responsibilities pursuant to the 1960 
Mutual Cooperation and Security Treaty 
with the United States, and in accordance 
with the national policy declaration made 
by its Prime Minister in May 1981, to devel
op a 1,000 mile airspace and sealanes de
fense capability, should implement a 1986-
1990 Mid-Term Defense Plan containing su.J
ficient funding, program acquisition, and 
force development resources to obtain the 
agreed-upon 1, 000 mile sell-defense capabili
ties by the end of the decade, including the 
allocation of su.tficient budgetary resources 
annually to reduce substantially the ammu
nition, logistics, and sustainability short
falls of its self-defense forces. 

(c) SUBMISSION TO CONGRESS.-Not later 
than March 31, 1986, and on an annual 
basis thereafter, the President should submit 
to the appropriate committees of Congress, 
in both a classified and unclassified form, 
detailed and extensive injormation to 

permit the Congress to understand Japan's 
progress toward actually fulfilling its 
common defense commitment, including the 
development and implementation of a 1986-
1990 Mid-Term Defense Planfullyfundedfor 
Japan to achieve 1000 mile sell-defense ca
pabilities by 1990. Such information shall 
include a description of actions taken by the 
United States Government in the preceding 
year to encourage Japan to meet its 1000 
mile self-defense commitment by 1990. 
SEC. 813. DIPLOMATIC EQUIVALENCE AND RECI

PROCITY. 
(a) STATEMENT OF CONGRESSIONAL POLICY.

( 1J It is the policy of the Congress that the 
number of nationals of the Soviet Union ad
mitted to the United States who serve as 
diplomatic or consular personnel of the 
Soviet Union to the United States shall be 
substantially equivalent to the number of 
United States nationals admitted to the 
Soviet Union who serve as diplomatic or 
consular personnel of the United States in 
the Soviet Union unless the President deter
mines that the admission of additional 
Soviet diplomatic and consular personnel 
would be in the best interests of the United 
States. 

(2) The policy expressed in paragraph (JJ 
does not apply to dependents or spouses who 
do not serve as diplomatic or consular per
sonneL 

(b) REPORTING REQUIREMENT.-/t is the 
sense of the Congress that the Secretary of 
State and the Attorney General should pre
pare and, not later than 6 months after the 
date of the enactment of this Act, should 
transmit to the Committee on Foreign Rela
tions and the Select Committee on Intelli
gence of the Senate, and to the Committee 
on Foreign Affairs and the Permanent Select 
Committee on Intelligence of the House of 
Representatives, a report setting forth a 
plan for ensuring that the number of Soviet 
nationals described in subsection (a) does 
not exceed the limitation described in that 
section. 

fcJ DEFINITIONs.-For purposes of this sec
tion-

(1) the term "diplomatic or consular per
sonnel" means the members of the diplomat
ic mission or the members of the consular 
post, as the case may be; 

(2) the term "members of the diplomatic 
mission" is used within the meaning of Arti
cle J(bJ of the Vienna Convention on Diplo
matic Relations (done April18, 1961J; and 

( 3J the term "members of the consular 
post" is used within the meaning of Article 
UgJ of the Vienna Convention on Consular 
Relations (done April 24, 1963). 
SEC. 811. UNITED STATES INTERNATIONAL NARCOT

ICS CONTROL COMMISSION. 
(a) ESTABLISHMENT.-There is established 

the United States International Narcotics 
Control Commission (hereafter in this sec
tion referred to as the "Commission"). 

fbJ DUTIES.-The Commission is author
ized and directed-

( 1 J to monitor and promote international 
compliance with narcotics control treaties, 
including eradication and other relevant 
issues; and 

(2) to monitor and encourage United 
States Government and private programs 
seeking to expand international cooperation 
against drug abuse and narcotics traffick
ing. 

(c) MEMBERSHIP.-(1) The Commission 
shall be composed of 12 members as follows: 

(AJ 7 Members of the Senate appointed by 
the President of the Senate, 4 of whom (in
cluding the member designated as Chair
man) shall be selected from the majority 

party of the Senate, after consultation with 
the majority leader, and 3 of whom (includ
ing the member designated as Cochairman) 
shall be selected from the minority party of 
the Senate, after consultation with the mi
nority leader. 

fBJ 5 members of the public to be appoint
ed by the President after consultation with 
the members of the appropriate congression
al committees. 

(2) There shall be a Chairman and a Co
chairman of the Commission. 

(dJ PowERS.-In carrying out this section, 
the Commission may require, by subpoena 
or otherwise, the attendance and testimony 
of such witnesses and the production of such 
books, records, correspondence, memoran
dums, papers, and documents as it deems 
necessary. Subpoenas may be issued over the 
signature of the Chairman of the Commis
sion or any member designated by him, and 
may be served by any person designated by 
the Chairman or such member. The Chair
man of the Commission, or any member des- ' 
ignated by him, may administer oaths to 
any witness. 

(e) REPORT BY PRESIDENT TO COMMISSION.
In order to assist the Commission in carry
ing out its duties, the President shall submit 
to the Commission a copy of the report re
quired by section 481 (e) of the Foreign As
sistance Act of 1961 (22 U.S. C. 2991feJJ. 

(f) REPORT TO SENA.TE.-The Commission is 
authorized and directed to report to the 
Senate with respect to the matters covered 
by this section on a periodic basis and to 
provide in.formation to Members of the 
Senate as requested. For each fiscal year for 
which an appropriation is made the Com
mission shall submit to the Congress a 
report on its expen.ditures under such appro
priation. 

(g) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPR/ATIONS.-(1) 
There are authorized to be appropriated to 
the Commission $325,000 for each fiscal 
year, to remain available until expended, to 
assist in meeting the expenses of the Com
mission for the purpose of carrying out the 
provisions of this section. 

(2) For purposes of section 502fbJ of the 
Mutual Security Act of 1954 (22 U.S.C. 
1754fbJJ, the Commission shall be deemed to 
be a standing committee of the Senate and 
shall be entitled to the use of funds in ac
cordance with such section. 

fhJ STAFF.-The Commission may appoint 
and fix the pay of such staff personnel as it 
deems desirable, without regard to the provi
sions of title 5, United States Code, govern
ing appointments in the competitive service, 
and without regard to the provisions of 
chapter 51 and subchapter III of chapter 53 
of such title relating to classification and 
General Schedule pay rates. 

(i) TERMINATION.-The Commission shall 
cease to exist on September 30, 1987. 

And the Senate agree to the same. 
DANTE B. FASCELL, 
DAN MICA, 
PETER H. KOSTMA YER, 
LAWRENCE J. SMITH, 
TED WEISS, 
BUDDY MAcKAY, 
ToM LANTOS, 
BILL BROOMFIELD, 
OLYMPIA SNOWE, 
BENJAMIN A. GILMAN, 
CONNIE MACK, 
JoHN McCAIN, 

Managers on the Part of the House. 
RICHARD G. LUGAR, 
JESSE HELMS, 
CHARLESMcC.MATHIAS,Jr., 

1 
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CLAIBORNE PELL, 
J.R. BIDEN, Jr., 

For the portion dealing with Iran claims 
legislation: 

DANIEL J. EVANS, 
Managers on the Part of the Senate. 

JOINT EXPLANATORY STATEMENT OF 
THE COMMITTEE OF CONFERENCE 
The managers on the part of the House 

and the Senate at the conference on the dis
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the 
Senate amendment to H.R. 2068, the bill to 
authorize appropriations for fiscal years 
1986 and 1987 for the Department of State, 
the United States Information Agency, the 
Board for International Broadcasting, and 
for other purposes, submit the following 
joint statement to the House and the 
Senate in explanation of the effect of the 
action agreed upon by the managers and 
recommended in the accompanying confer
ence report. 

The Senate amendment struck all of the 
House bill after the enacting clause and in
serted a substitute text. 

The House receded from its disagreement 
to the amendment of the Senate with an 

amendment which is a substitute for the 
House bill and the Senate amendment. The 
differences between the House bill and the 
Senate amendment, and the substitute 
agreed to in conference are noted below, 
except for clerical corrections, conforming 
changes made necessary by agreements 
reached in the committee of conference, and 
minor drafting and clarifying changes. 

AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS 
With respect to the fiscal year 1986 au

thorization requests for the Department of 
State, the U.S. Information Agency, and the 
Board for International Broadcasting, the 
committee of conference agreed to authori
zation levels that are below the President's 
request for approximately $30 million for 
the State Department, $96 million for the 
USIA, and $17 million for the Board for 
International Broadcasting. The entire 
fiscal year 1986 budget request for this leg
islation is $130.5 million below the executive 
branch request. 

For fiscal year 1987, the committee of con
ference agreed to authorization levels only 
$45 million above the fiscal year 1986 levels. 
The committee's recommendation amounts 

AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS 
[By fiSCal year; in thousands of dollars] 

1985 
current 

Executive 
branch 

~~ 
Department of Stale: 

~=i:r~~=/~;~~:~~~::::::::::: : :::::::::: : :::: : ::::::: : :: : :::::: : ::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: : ::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: : :: :: : : : : ::: 
2

·~i!:m 
1,844,202 

553,574 
26,278 
4,000 
9,785 
5,000 

substantially to a freeze in the authoriza
tion levels for the U.S. Information Agency 
and the Board for International Broadcast
ing, and only a 2.5 percent inflation allow
ance for the Administration of Foreign Af
fairs in Department of State. 

Should the executive branch request a 
supplemental authorization and appropria
tion for fiscal year 1986 above the approved 
levels for any agencies authorized by this 
legislation, such additional sums shall not 
be offset by reductions in any of the above
mentioned accounts or any other interna
tional affairs account. The programs au
thorized in this legislation are considered by 
the committee of conference to be vital ele
ments for the conduct of U.S. foreign policy 
and the promotion of U.S. national security. 

The committee of conference notes that 
the amounts authorized for the Department 
of State do not include $118,174,000 for each 
of fiscal years 1986 asnd 1987 which is per
manently authorized for the Foreign Serv
ice Retirement and Disability Fund. The 
following table summarizes the action of 
the committee of conference: 

House recommendation Senate recommendation Conference Sllbstitute 

1986 1987 1986 1987 1986 1987 

1,852,025 1,910,313 1,756,613 1,756,613 1,828,088 1,873,790 
543,574 520,168 534,074 534,074 534,074 534,074 
26,278 25,824 26,278 26,278 26,278 25,824 
4,000 4,000 2,000 2,000 2,000 2,000 

10,000 10,000 10,500 10,500 10,500 10,500 
5,000 5,000 4,800 4,800 4,800 5,000 

~ou~t:..~.::::: :: :::::::: : :::: : :: ::: :: : :: : : : ::::: ::: :::::::::: : ::::::::::::::::::::::::::: : : : : :: :: : :::::: : ::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: : :::::::::::::::::::::::::::· · ·········9:soo·· 
~:~:~~:a~ .. ~~~~.:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: : :::::: :: : : ::::::::::: : :::::::: : :::::::::::::::::::::: : :: : ::::::::::::::::: : :::: : :: : ::::::::::::::::::::::: : ::::::::::::::: 33~:~~~ 

--~------~----~----~----~----~----~-------
337,680 351,780 351,780 337,680 337,680 344,730 344,730 

Subtotal.............................................................................................................................................................................................. 2,929,661 
USIA .......................... -.......................................................................................................................................................................................... 796,356 

2,780,519 2,827,085 2,671,945 2,671,945 2,506,440 2,752,896 2,795,918 
973,639 922,286 962,866 837,623 844,623 887,900 887,900 

BIB ....................................................................................................................................................................................................................... __ 11.....:1,_25_1 ----~----.:__ ____ _;__ ____ ...:__ ____ ~-----'------'--142,125 122,325 127,707 137,717 137,517 125,000 125,000 

Total........................................................................................................ ............................................................................................... . 3,837,268 3,896,283 3,917,658 3,647,285 3,654,079 3,488,580 3,765,796 3,808,818 

1 The House and Senate figures listed for Administration of Foreign Affairs do not include $118,174,000 which is permanently authorized for the Foreign Service Retirement and Disability Fund. 
• Pending SllpPiementals (H.R. 2568) include $2 million for Salmon Fisheries Commission and $1 million for the fiSherman's Protective Fund. In addition, the higher appropriations amount for this account contains $2.275 million for the 

Nogales Sewage Project, a one-time appropriation for construction, through the United States-Mexico Water Boundary Commission. 

A summary of actions taken by the com
mittee of conference on issues that were in 
disagreement follows: 

PERMANENT AUTHORIZATION OF 
APPROPRIATIONS 

The House bill provides permanent au
thority to the Department of State for ap
propriations for mandatory payments to the 
Foreign Service Retirement and Disability 
Fund and requires notification to the au
thorizing committees pursuant to such re
quests. 

The Senate amendment earmarks 
$118,174,000 for each of fiscal years 1986 
and 1987 for the Foreign Service Retire
ment and Disability Fund. 

The conference substitute is identical to 
the House provision. 

U.N. PEACEKEEPING FORCES 
The House bill repeals the permament au

thorization for contributions to U.N. peace
keeping forces. 

The Senate amendment earmarks 
$47,400,000 for each of the fiscal years 1986 
and 1987 for U.S. payments to the U.N. 
peacekeeping forces in the Middle East. 

The conference substitute is identical to 
the House provision. Funds for this purpose 
have been provided under the administra
tion of foreign affairs account. 

U.S. NATIONAL COMMISSION TO UNESCO 
The House bill earmarks $250,000 from 

the administration of foreign affairs ac
count for each of the fiscal years 1986 and 
1987 to enable the U.S. National Commis
sion on Educational, Scientific, and Cultural 
Cooperation to maintain a liaison between 
the U.S. Government, the U.S. private 
sector and UNESCO. This funding would 
enable the United States, even though it is 
not a member of UNESCO, to maintain an 
informal linkage with the organization, and 
enable the U.S. educational, scientific, and 
cultural communities to support a base for 
any future U.S.-UNESCO relationship. 

The Senate amendment contains no com
parable provision. 

The conference substitute is identical to 
the House bill. 
WORLD COMliiiSSION ON ENVIRONMENTAL AND 

DEVELOPMENT 
The Senate amendment earmarks 

$750,000 for each of the fiscal years 1986 
and 1987 for the World Commission on En
vironment and Development. 

The House bill contains no comparable 
provision. 

The conference substitute is identical to 
the Senate amendment. 

The managers believe that the World 
Commission on Environment and Develop
ment holds the potential to make a mean-

ingful contribution to resolving environ
ment and development problems. Strong 
U.S. leadership may be necessary to ensure 
that the Commission fulfills its mandate 
and addresses the most important and rele
vant issues. Administration witnesses have 
testified that U.S. leadership and financial 
support have been vital to the success of the 
United Nations Environment Program. It is 
not unreasonable to assume that a similar 
strategy could succeed at the Commission. 

UsE OF REFUGEE ASSISTANCE FuNDS 
The House and Senate bills earmark funds 

for certain groups of refugees as follows: 

[By fiSCal year; in thousands of dollars] 

1986 1987 

12,500 
56,000 
2,500 
4,500 

25,000 
56,000 

1,750 
4,500 

The House amendment earmarked $25 mil
lion for fiscal years 1986 and 1987 for there
settlement of Soviet, Eastern European, Af
rican, and other refugees in Israel in recog
nition of the particular needs of the Ethio
pian Jews for health care, skills, and lan
guage training before they can become self
sufficient. 
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The Senate amendment contained a simi

lar earmark. 
The conference substitute retained an ear

mark for refugees resettling in Israel, but 
reduced it to $12.5 million in fiscal year 1986 
and $25 million in fiscal year 1987. The re
duced earmark for fiscal year 1986 takes 
into account the action of the Congress in 
the 1985 Supplemental Appropriation Act 
providing an increase of $12.5 million for 
this purpose. 

AFRICAN REFUGEES 

The House amendment earmarked $61 
million in fiscal years 1986 and 1987 for Af
rican refugee assistance. 

The Senate amendment contained no 
similar provision. 

The conference substitute provides an ear
mark of $56 million in fiscal year 1986 and 
fiscal year 1987. This increase of $5 million 
over the funds requested by the executive 
branch is provided in recognition of the 
grave needs of the almost 4 million refugees 
in Africa for improved water supply, shelter, 
health and educational services, and other 
humanitarian assistance. 

PIRACY IN THE GULF OF THAILAND 

The House bill earmarked $2.5 million for 
fiscal year 1986 and $1.75 million for 1987 to 
combat piracy in the Gulf of Thailand. 

The Senate amendment contained no 
comparable provision. 

The conference substitute is similar to the 
House bill. The managers intend that the 
funds should be used: To suppress and deter 
effectively the attacks on refugees fleeing 
from Indochina by boat; to provide assist
ance to pirate victims; to promote the rescue 
of refugees in distress at sea in Southeast 
Asia; and to strengthen protection measures 
for Indochinese boat refugees. Programs for 
enhanced medical/counseling services, in
creased enforcement on land, and expansion 
of rescue at sea are especially deserving of 
support at a multilateral, bilateral, nongov
ernmental level. 
INTERNATIONAL COMMITTEE OF THE RED CROSS 

The Senate amendment earmarks $4.5 
million in fiscal year 1986 and fiscal year 
1987 for the regular budget of the ICRC 
and states U.S. policy to contribute to the 
ICRC, in any financial year, an amount not 
less than 20 percent of the regular budget of 
the ICRC and to support generously the 
special appeals made by the ICRC. 

The House had no similar provision. 
The conference substitute is identical to 

the Senate provision. 
ENHANCED RECEPTION AND PLACEMENT 

SERVICES 

The House limited to $2 million the 
amount of funds which may be used by the 
Department of State for new types of dem
onstration and pilot programs with en
hanced reception and placement services for 
refugees for periods longer than 30 days. 

The Senate had no similar amendment. 
The conference substitute is identical to 

the House provision. 
The managers intend that any enhanced 

domestic resettlement services, except for 
these pilot programs, should be covered by a 
separate authorization for appropriations, 
rather than from the funds authorized in 
this act. 

SECURITY RELATED ACTIVITIES 

The Senate amendment earmarks not less 
than $311 million for fiscal year 1986 out of 
the Department of State's administration of 
foreign affairs account for capital projects 
and improvements and the salaries and ex
penses associated with security-related per
sonnel. 

' 

The House bill contains no comparable 
provision. 

The Conference substitute is identical to 
the Senate amendment. 

THE U.N. HIGH COMMISSIONER FOR REFUGEES 
AUDIT 

The House bill prohibits U.S. funding of 
the U.N. High Commissioner for Refugees 
unless the United Nations provides for quar
terly audits of the UNHCR by the U.N. 
Joint Inspection Unit, and until such audits 
are made available for inspection by the 
Comptroller General of the United States. 
It also provides that the Comptroller Gener
al shall inspect and report to the Congress 
on each audit. 

The Senate amendment contains no com
parable provision. 

The conference substitute amends the Mi
gration and Refugee Assistance Act to direct 
that no funds may be paid to the U.N. High 
Commissioner for Refugees unless, by Sep
tember 1, 1987, the High Commissioner pro
vides for annual program audits of the 
UNHCR by an independent consultant, and 
such audits are made available to the De
partment of State and the General Account
ing Office, it also provides that the Comp
troller General of the United States shall 
inspect each audit and submit a report to 
the Congress. The first audit shall begin not 
later than September 1, 1987. The managers 
intend that "independent consultant" 
means an internationally recognized public 
accountancy firm which is independent of 
the United Nations. 

UNHCR PRocuREMENT STUDY 

The House bill directs the Comptroller 
General of the United States to study the 
origin of goods acquired with funds contrib
uted by the United States to the U.N. High 
Commissioner for Refugees. This section 
also requires that the Comptroller General 
report the findings to the Congress. 

The Senate amendment contained no 
comparable provision. 

The conference substitute contains no 
provision on this issue. 

AUTHORIZED USES OF APPROPRIATED FuNDS 

The Senate amendment conforms sections 
of the Basic Authorities Act removing the 
requirement that specific reference be made 
in an appropriation act to authorize certain 
activities. 

The House bill substitute is similar to the 
Senate amendment and provides that the 
Secretary may use appropriated funds for 
these purposes. 

ASSISTANT SECRETARY POSITIONS AT THE 
DEPARTMENT OF STATE 

The House bill creates a new position for 
an Assistant Secretary of State. It also 
places the Director General of the Foreign 
Service and the Inspector General of the 
Department of State under the executive 
level IV salary level, subject to appropria
tions action. 

The Senate amendment increases the 
number of Assistant Secretaries at the De
partment of State from 13 to 14, but does 
not address the salary issue for the Inspec
tor General or the Director General. 

The conference substitute is similar to the 
Senate amendment. The effect of the 
amendment is to enable the Department of 
State to designate two new Assistant Secre
taries of State for Intelligence and Research 
and for Politico-Military Affairs, respective
ly. It also replaces the position of Director 
of the Bureau of Intelligence and Research 
with the position of an Assistant Secretary 
of State. 

UNDER SECRETARY OF STATE FOR 
AGRICULTURAL AFFAIRS 

The Senate amendment creates a new 
Under Secretary for Agricultural Affairs in 
the Department of State. 

The House bill contains no comparable 
provision. 

The conference substitute redesignates 
the current Under Secretary for Economic 
Affairs as Under Secretary for Economic 
and Agricultural Affairs. 

DETAIL TO OTHER AGENCIES 

The House bill repeals existing legislation 
dealing with reimbursement for detailed 
State Department personnel, to allow the 
Secretary of State to detail individuals to 
other agencies for periods longer than 1 
year without requiring reimbursement by 
other agencies. 

The Senate amendment amends existing 
legislation to allow an exemption to the !
year-reimbursable limitation. The number 
of employees exceeding that limit cannot be 
greater than 15 or their term of assignment 
exceed 2 years. 

The conference substitute is identical to 
the Senate amendment. 

SERVICES RELATING TO MIGRATION AND 
REFUGEE ASSISTANCE 

The House bill authorizes the Bureau for 
Refugee Programs to contract for personal 
services abroad and provides that certain in
dividuals employed under such contracts 
would not be considered employees of the 
United States. 

The Senate amendment provides that cer
tain individuals employed by contract for 
overseas services shall not be considered em
ployees of the U.S. Government, except re
lating to compensation for work injuries, 
and for claims under section 2(!) of the 
State Department Basic Authorities Act. 

The conference substitute authorizes the 
Bureau to contract for personal services 
abroad, provides that such individuals 
would not become U.S. employees for pur
poses of any law administered by the Office 
of Personnel Management, and provides au
thority for the Secretary of State to apply 
overseas claims settlement and other au
thorities administered by the State Depart
ment to such persons. It is intended that 
other authorities would include the provi
sion of benefits such as might be available 
under pending hostage relief legislation. 

It is the managers intent that this section 
should not be interpreted as an entitlement. 
INDIVIDUALS EliiPLOYED ABROAD DEEMED TO BE 

ElloU'LOYEES OF THE UNITED STATES FOR CER
TAIN PuRPOSES 

The Senate amendment provides that cer
tain individuals who perform personal serv
ices contracts abroad under existing author
ity would not be deemed employees of the 
U.S. Government except for the purposes of 
the Federal Employees Compensation Act 
and the Secretary's authority to administra
tively settle tort claims abroad. 

The House bill contains no comparable 
provision. 

The conference substitute is identical in 
substance to the position stated in the sub
stitute above regarding personal services 
contracting for migration and refugee assist-
ance. 

PERFORMANCE PAY 

The House bill amends the Foreign Serv
ice Act to: <a> Eliminate the current 50 per
cent limit on the number of Senior Foreign 
Service members eligible to receive perform
ance pay and establish a maximum payment 
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pool; <b> establish a mmunum individual 
a~ard of 5 percent of basic pay; and <c> pro
vides that performance pay which is not 
payable within a fiscal year due to the pay 
cap may be paid in the next fiscal year. 
These provisions would conform Foreign 
Service provisions to those in Civil Service 
law. 

The Senate amendment contained no 
comparable provision. 

The conference substitute contains no 
provision on this issue. 

SENIOR FOREIGN SERVICE MEMBERS 

The Senate amendment would allow the 
appointment of a Director General from 
outside the ranks of the Senior Foreign 
Service. This section also provides that the 
Chair of the Board of the Foreign Service 
shall be appointed by the President. Neither 
the Board members nor the chair need to be 
Senior Foreign Service members. This provi
sion also excludes members of the Senior 
Foreign Service from the employee's bar
gaining unit. 

The House bill contains no comparable 
provision. 

The conference substitute provides that 
the Chair of the Board of the Foreign Serv
ice shall be appointed by the President. 

FOREIGN SERVICE AsSOCIATES 

The Senate amendment expresses the 
sense of the Congress that the Secretary of 
State should conduct a pilot project de
signed to increase the employment of 
spouses of U.S. personnel at a U.S. mission 
and report to the Congress on the design of 
such project by February 1, 1986. 

The House bill contains no comparable 
provision. 

The conference substitute is identical to 
the Senate language with an amendment 
stating that the pilot project would be con
ducted in accordance with section 311(b) of 
the Foreign Service Act of 1980. It would 
also require that the Secretary's report to 
the Congress would include an evaluation of 
the effects of the pilot program on the full
time career positions in the Foreign Service 
and on overseas positions for Foreign Serv
ice nationals. 

The managers are concerned that such a 
pilot program, or any similar permanent 
employment program, should not be used to 
fill full-time Foreign Service career posi
tions, nor should it detract from positions 
filled by Foreign Service national employees 
who provide continuity and special exper
tise for U.S. missions overseas. 

LATERAL ENTRY INTo THE FoREIGN SERVICE 
FOR BUSINESSMEN AND FARMERS 

The Senate amendment directs the De
partment of State to conduct a study on the 
feasibility and desirability of creating a tem
porary lateral entry program for farmers 
and businessmen and other occupations and 
requires a report to Congress on the results 
of the study 180 days after enactment. 

The House bill contains no comparable 
provision. 

The conference substitute directs the Sec
retary of State to conduct a study on the 
feasibility of creating a program of lateral 
entry into the service of U.S. businessmen, 
farmers, and other occupations. It also re
quires the Secretary to report the results of 
such a study to the Congress within 180 
days after the date of enactment of this act. 

HEALTH CARE BENEFITS 

The Senate amendment makes the De
partment of State the primary insurer of 
Foreign Service personnel abroad and the 
Foreign Service Benefit Plan the secondary 

insurer. It will allow the Foreign Service 
Benefit Plan to offer a low-priced low
option health insurance plan to suppl~ment 
the benefits provided by the Foreign Service 
Act. 

The House bill contained no comparable 
provision. 

The conference substitute is identical to 
the Senate amendment. 

FOREIGN SERVICE INSTITUTE 

The House bill provides for a new Foreign 
Service Institute Facility and contains 
House Public Works Committee amend
ments which authorize the Government 
Services Administration <GSA>, <with funds 
transferred by State, not exceeding $11 mil
lion in fiscal year 1986 and 1987> to conduct 
feasibility studies and acquire a site within 
proximity of the State Department but out
side the District of Columbia. Funds trans
ferred to GSA for construction are limited 
to $50 million, after fiscal year 1987, which 
may not be expended until after a congres
sional notice period, which excludes recess 
periods. The House bill also places custody 
and control of the facility in GSA, unless 
delegated, but requires State to pay GSA 
only for services performed by GSA. 

The Senate amendment amends the For
eign Service Act of 1980 to authorize the 
Department of State to acquire a site and 
construct a training facility, in consultation 
with GSA. Preparation of plans and site ac
quisition is limited to $11 million in fiscal 
years 1986 and 1987, subject to a 30-day con
gressional notice period, but no authoriza
tion is included for construction funding. 

At the request of the State Department 
section 126 has been amended to provid~ 
that the Administrator of the General Serv
ices Administration shall delegate responsi
bility for the operation, maintenance, secu
rity, alteration, and repair of the facility to 
the Secretary of the State Department. Ju
risdiction and custody of the site and facili
ty, however, will remain with the General 
Services Administration. The Secretary of 
State, under the delegation, shall be respon
_sible for complying with all applicable statu
tory requirements of the Federal Property 
and Administrative Services Act of 1949 and 
the Public Buildings Act of 1959. Matters re
lating to alterations, repairs, renovations, or 
construction on or to the site or to any ex
isting or future buildings on the site shall be 
referred by the State Department in the 
House of Representatives for appropriate 
action to the House Committee on Public 
Works and Transportation and the Commit
tee on Foreign Affairs. 

INTERNATIONAL CENTER 

The House bill provides authority, as 
amended by the House Public Works Com
mittee, for the Department of State, in con
sultation with GSA, to provide for a securi
ty and maintenance facility within the Fed
eral Diplomatic Center site, and provides for 
notice to Congress on construction progress. 

The Senate amendment provides author
ity for the Department of State to request 
GSA to develop a security and maintenance 
facility within the Federal Diplomatic 
Center site. 

The conference substitute is identical to 
the House provision. 

SPECIAL AGENTS 

The House bill provides authority for De
partment of State security agents to carry 
firearms and make arrests in the course of 
discharging their duties. 

The Senate amendment contains no com
parable provision. 

The conference substitute is identical to 
the House bill. 

PROTECTION OF FOREIGN MISSIONS 

The House bill provides permanent au
thority for protection of foreign missions, 
and removes in the fourth quarter of each 
year the limitations on the level of assist
ance for individual States, allowing applica
tion of funds to areas of actual need. The 
bill also contains amendments to title 3 
United States Code, which contains sepa: 
rate authority primarily for protection of 
U.N. missions. 

The Senate amendment provides perma
nent authority for protection of foreign mis
sions. 

The conference substitute is identical to 
the House provision. 

The managers understand that funds au
thorized under title 3 of the United States 
Code for purposes of such protection (3 
U.S.C. 208> are authorized to be applied to 
any locality qualifying under that section 
for purposes of special international organi
zation activities approved by the Secretary 
of State, and which are notified to the Con
gress prior to such approval. 

It is also the understanding of the manag
ers that, while the provision of protective 
services, and the level of such services to 
missions to international organizations 
qualifying under title 3, section 202 of the 
United States Code is set by the level of 
funds made available under that section 
provisions of the Foreign Missions Act of 
1982 may otherwise be applied for such pro
tective services, such as section 208<b> relat
ing to liability and section 211<a> relating to 
the capacity of the Attorney General to 
seek judicial relief. 

Furthermore, the authority contained in 
subsection <b> relating to contracts for pro
tective services is intended to be available 
for both private and public agencies provid
ing such services. 

PROTECTION OF U.S. INTEREsTS UNDER THE 
FOREIGN MISSIONS ACT 

The House bill redefines foreign missions 
in order to include officials acting for a for
eign government, but who are not now cov
ered under existing law. 

The Senate amendment contains no com
parable provision. 

The conference substitute is identical to 
the House bill. 

PEACEFUL RESOLUTION OF INTERNATIONAL 
DISPUTES 

The House bill replaces existing author
ity, now included in annual appropriation 
acts, with permanent authorization to pay 
expenses of arbitrations under treaties and 
international agreements and contracts. 

The Senate amendment provides similar 
authority to that contained in the House 
version. 

The conference substitute is identical to 
the House bill. 

CONSULAR AND PASSPORT FACILITIES AND 
SERVICES 

The House bill directs the Secretary of 
State to conduct a study and submit a 
report to the Congress on: The extent to 
which U.S. consular facilities promote trade 
and tourism, protect U.S. citizens abroad, or 
protect the national interest; whether con
sular services are able to respond to 
demand; and whether consular user fees 
should be returned to the Department to 
improve passport and consular facilities. 

The Senate amendment contains no com
parable provision. 

The conference substitute contains no 
provision on this issue. 
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EXCESS GOVERNMENT-OWNED PROPERTY 

The Senate amendment clarifies the au
thority of the Department of State to trans
fer excess property to countries for environ
mental purposes. 

The House bill contains no comparable 
provision. 

The conference substitute is identical to 
the Senate amendment. 
TRADE PROMOTION BY U.S. MISSIONS .ABROAD 

The House bill expresses the sense of the 
Congress that it is in the U.S. national in
terest that each U.S. mission abroad provide 
such support as may be necessary to U.S. 
citizens seeking to do business in that coun
try. 

The Senate amendment contains no com
parable provision. 

The conference substitute is identical to 
the House provision. 

INFORMATION SHARING CONCERNING DRUG 
'TRAFFICKERS 

The House bill directs the Department of 
State to cooperate with U.S. law enforce
ment agencies in establishing a comprehen
sive information system on all drug arrests 
of foreign nationals in the United States. It 
further requires the Secretary of State and 
the Administrator of the Drug Enforcement 
Administration to agree on uniform guide
lines which would permit the sharing of in
formation on foreign drug traffickers, and 
requires the Secretary of State to report to 
the Congress within 6 months of the date of 
enactment on steps taken to implement this 
section. 

The Senate amendment is siinilar to the 
House provision except that it designates 
the National Drug Enforcement Policy 
Board as the organization which shall 
create uniform guidelines permitting the 
sharing of information, and specifies that 
the Board instead of the Secretary of State 
shall submit the report required. 

The conference substitute is identical to 
the Senate amendment. 

EXTRADITION TREATIES 

The House bill requires the Secretary of 
State to increase his efforts to negotiate up
dated extradition treaties relating to narcot
ics offenses with each major drug-producing 
country, particularly those in Latin Amer
ica. 

The Senate amendment contains no com
parable provision. However, a similar provi
sion was included in the Senate version of 
the foreign assistance authorization bill. 

The conference substitute is the same as 
the House bill, with an amendment requir
ing the assistance of the Drug Enforcement 
Policy Board in negotiating new extradition 
treaties. 

TRAVEL ADVISORY ON MEXICO 

The House bill deplores the brutal murder 
of Drug Enforcement Administration agent 
Enrique Camarena and the abduction and 
murder of numerous other Americans, and 
finds that the violence perpetrated by drug 
traffickers in Mexico constitutes a danger to 
the safety of U.S. citizens. It further estab
lishes a travel advisory on the State of Ja
lisco, Mexico, until those responsible for the 
abduction and murder of specified U.S. citi
zens are brought to trial and a verdict has 
been obtained. 

The Senate amendment condemns the 
murder of agent Camarena, deplores the 
disappearance of Americans in Mexico, and 
commends the Government of Mexico for 
recent antinarcotics efforts. It also requires 
the Secretary of State to report to the Con
gress every 90 days on progress made on in-

vestigations of murdered and missing U.S. 
citizens and general tourist safety. 

The conference substitute is the same as 
the House bill, with an amendment which 
recommends rather than directs the Secre
tary to issue a travel advisory, and which re
tains the Senate's 90-day reporting require
ment. It is the intent of the managers that 
the reports continue through fiscal year 
1987 or until such time as there has been an 
arrest and convictions of persons responsi
ble for the murder of U.S. citizens in the 
State of Jalisco. 

AMBASSADOR GAVIN 

The House bill commends U.S. Ambassa
dor to Mexico John Gavin for ensuring in
vestigation and prosecution of the murder
ers of Enrique Camerena and his advocacy 
of strong drug enforcement programs. 

The Senate amendment contains no com
parable provision. 

The conference substitute is identical to 
the House bill. 

COORDINATING COMMITTEE ON EXPORT 
CONTROLS 

The House bill states that only State De
partment funds and personnel may be used 
with respect to CoCom facilities and places 
restrictions on the number of officials per
manently assigned to the U.S. delegation. 

The Senate amendment contains no com
parable provision. 

The conference substitute contains no 
provision on this issue. 

EMPLOYEES OF INTERNATIONAL 
ORGANIZATIONS IN THE UNITED STATES 

The Senate amendment authorizes the 
regulations of the travel and other activities 
of all UN Secretariat employees outside the 
U.N. headquarters district. 

The House bill contains no comparable 
provision. 

The conference substitute is similar to the 
Senate language and also provides for a 
Presidential waiver in cases where national 
security and foreign policy circumstances 
require nonapplication of the section. 

The managers note that the U.S. obliga
tion to assure the "international character" 
of the UN Secretariat does not create rights 
of travel or otherwise within the United 
States outside of the headquarters district, 
except for purposes of entry into and exit 
from the country; thus there is no inconsist
ency with U.S. treaty obligations. 

Nothing in subsection <b> affects the abili
ty of the United States to accord to the 
United Nations itself the right to transfer 
funds, control its assets or perform such 
other functions as are assured by interna
tional agreement. The managers note that 
the term "activities" in subsection <b> is in
tended to cover any activity, including but 
not limited to matters covered by section 
202 of the Federal Missions Act. The man
agers also clearly expect that the exceptions 
authority made available under this subsec
tion to the President will not be used except 
in compelling circumstances and on a limit
ed basis. Finally, the term "national" in sub
section <e> is intended to cover both citizens 
and permanent residents of the United 
States, as well as any person entitled to 
rights as a national. 

INTER-AMERICAN COOPERATION IN SPACE 

The House bill directs the Secretary to 
conduct a study regarding the feasibility of 
establishing a major initiative in inter
American cooperation in space, science, and 
technology. It also requires a report to the 
Congress on the findings of such a study. 

The Senate amendment contains no com
parable provision. 

The conference substitute is identical to 
the House bill. 

RESIDENCE OF SECRETARY OF STATE 

The House bill prohibits the United States 
from accepting as a gift an official residence 
for the Secretary of State or any other offi
cial of the Department of State until the 
Congress authorizes such an acceptance. It 
also directs the Secretary to study any offer 
of a gift and report to the appropriate com
Inittees of the Congress. 

The Senate amendment contains no com
parable provision. 

The conference substitute liinits the pro
vision to property considered for a Secre
tary of State's residence and requires prior 
notification to the Congress, together with 
a cost-benefit study prior to acceptance of 
any gift. 

U.S. INSTITUTE OF PEACE 

The House bill expresses the sense of the 
Congress that nominations to the Board of 
Directors for the U.S. Institute of Peace 
should be subinitted to the Senate on a 
timely basis. 

The Senate amendment contains no com
parable provision. 

The conference substitute is identical to 
the House bill. 

RELATING TO U.S. CONTRIBUTIONS TO THE 
UNITED NATIONS 

The Senate amendment provides that the 
United States will reduce its annual assessed 
contribution to the United Nations or its 
specialized agencies by 8.34 percent for each 
month in which the United States suspends 
its participation due to the fact that Israel 
has been illegally expelled, suspended, or 
denied its credentials in the General Assem
bly or any specialized agency of the United 
Nations. 

The House bill contains no comparable 
provision. 

The conference substitute is identical to 
the Senate amendment. The managers note 
that this provision does not apply to the 
programs of the International Atoinic 
Energy Agency that provide for safeguards 
at nuclear facilities. 

UN ORGANIZATIONS REFORM IN BUDGET 
PROCEDURES 

The Senate amendment states that the 
United States may contribute no more than 
20 percent of the annual budget of the 
United Nations unless the Secretary of 
State certifies that: < 1 > The organization 
has adopted a procedure for weighted 
voting on budgetary matters; and <2> the or
ganization has adopted a plan to reduce sal
aries and pensions of its employees. This 
section also provides that if UNICEF does 
not comply with the amendment, any 
money for UNICEF in excess of 20 percent 
shall remain available to the President for 
grants to private voluntary organizations. 

The House bill contains no comparable 
provision. 

The conference substitute states Con
gress' finding that the United Nations and 
its specialized agencies financed through as
sessed contributions have not paid sufficient 
attention to member governments in formu
lating their budgets. The substitute directs 
the Secretary of State to seek adoption by 
the United Nations and its specialized agen
cies of voting rights procedures on budget
ary matters which would give each member 
state voting rights proportionate to each 
State's contribution to the United Nations 
and its specialized agencies. The conference 
substitute requires that no payment in 
excess of 20 percent of the annual budget of 
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the United Nations and its specialized agen
cies be made for fiscal year 1987 or follow
ing years unless the United Nations and its 
specialized agencies adopt weighed voting 
on budgetary matters. 

It is the intention of the managers that 
this substitute promote meaningful reform 
in budget procedures at the United Nations 
and its specialized agencies and not be used 
simply as a way to reduce the U.S. assessed 
contribution to the United Nations or its 
specialized agencies. For this reason the 
managers' intention is to provide sufficient 
authorization in this legislation for the 
United States to meet its full obligations to 
the United Nations in calendar years 1986 
and 1987. In restricting payments for fiscal 
year 1987 the managers intend that the 
minimum amount to be paid by the United 
States would be 20 percent of the assessed 
contribution and that the authorization for 
funds in excess of 20 percent will remain 
available to permit payment of a higher as
sessed contribution should the intended re
forms be achieved in the U.N. fiscal year for 
which the funds are provided. To the extent 
that rapid and meaningful progress toward 
reform in budgetary voting rights is accom
plished, the managers intend that the 
United States fulfill its obligations to the 
United Nations. 

It is the intent of the managers that this 
section not reduce U.S. contributions to 
international organizations serving the na
tions of the Western Hemisphere, especially 
the Pan American Health Organization 
<PAHO>. To the extent that PAHO might 
be indirectly and adversely affected by this 
provisions, the conferees would expect the 
United States to increase its direct contribu
tion to the organization. 

The managers are concerned about the 
apparently high level of salaries paid to em
ployees of the United Nations. The manag
ers request that the Secretary of State con
duct a study of U.N. salaries and pensions 
and the extent to which they exceed sala
ries paid to employees within the civil serv
ice of the United States. The study, along 
with the Secretary's recommendations for 
how best to achieve any needed reforms 
should be submitted as a report to the Com
mittee on Foreign Relations and the Com
mittee on Foreign Affairs by October 1, 
1986. 
PROHIBITION OF PAYMENTS TO THE UNITED 

NATIONS OR SPECIALIZED AGENCIES OR ORGA
NIZATIONS 
The Senate amendment states that U.S. 

contributions to the United Nations may 
not be used to support: < 1 > The Committee 
on Elimination of Racial Discriminaiton; <2> 
any agency whose purpose is to implement 
the provisions of General Assembly Resolu
tion 33/79; or <3> the General Assembly-ap
proved $73,500,000 conference center to be 
constructed in Addis Ababa. 

The House bill contains no comparable 
provision. 

The conference substitute is indentical to 
the Senate amendment; however, it substi
tutes the "Second Decade to Combat 
Racism and Racial Discrimination" for the 
"Committee on Elimination of Racial Dis
crimination." 
RESTRICTIONS ON U.N. FuNDING FOR THE PAL

ESTINE LIBERATION ORGANIZATION AND THE 
SOUTH WEST AFRICA PEOPLE'S ORGANIZA
TION 
The Senate amendment prohibits U.S. 

contributions to the United Nation to be 
used to support the Committee on the exer
cise for the Inalienable Rights of the Pales-

tinian People or the South West Africa Peo
ple's Organization. 

The House bill contains no comparable 
provision. 

The conference substitute is identical to 
the House provision, and leaves in place cur
rent restrictions in the law. 

INTERNATIONAL JUTE ORGANIZATION 
The Senate amendment authorizes the 

President to maintain membership in the 
International Jute Organization. 

The House bill contains no comparable 
provision. 

The conference substitute is identical to 
the Senate amendment. 

U.S. EMBASSY IN SOUTH AFRICA AND 
COMPLIANCE WITH SULLIVAN PRINCIPLES 

The House bill requires compliance with 
the Sullivan principles by the U.S. Embassy 
in South Africa. 

The Senate amendment contains no com
parable provision. 

The conference substitute contains no 
provision on this issue. 
SOVIET AND COMMUNIST DISINFORMATION AND 

PRESs MANIPULATION 
The House bill establishes a commission 

in the Department of State to investigate 
the extent of Soviet and Communist disin
formation and press manipulation with re
spect to the United States. The Commission 
will report to the President and recommend 
the advisability of establishing within the 
State Department a permanent Office of 
Soviet and Communist Disinformation and 
Press Manipulation. 

The Senate amendment contains no com
parable provision. 

The conference substitute directs the Sec
retary of State, in consultation with rele
vant Federal agencies, to submit to the Con
gress an unclassified report on Soviet and 
Communist disinformation and press manip
ulation with respect to the United States. 
This study, to be submitted 1 year after the 
enactment of this act, would include a rec
ommendation on the advisability of estab
lishing a permanent office in the Depart
ment to deal with this issue. In conducting 
the study, the Secretary may make use of 
suitably qualified scholars and journalists. 

SOVIET AND INTERNATIONAL COMMUNIST 
BEHAVIOR 

The House bill establishes a commission 
within the Department of State to investi
gate the nature of Leninism and the degree 
to which Leninism supports international 
terrorism and guerrila warfare. The Com
mission will report to the President and rec
ommend the advisability of establishing a 
permanent office to study international 
Communist behavior. 

The Senate amendment contains no com
parable provision. 

The conference substitute mandates a 
State Department study to be submitted to 
the Congress and report on the advisability 
of establishing an office in the Department 
to study Soviet and international Commu
nist behavior that violates the concepts of 
national sovereignty and peace between na
tions. In conducting this study, the Secre
tary may make use of suitably qualified 
journalists and scholars. The study is to be 
submitted to the Congress within 1 year of 
enactment of this legislation. 

SOVIET NATIONALS EMPLOYED AT U.S. 
MISSIONS IN THE SOVIET UNION 

The House bill prohibits the employment 
of Soviet nationals at U.S. diplomatic or 
consular missions in the Soviet Union after 
September 30, 1986, and expresses cortgres-

sional willingness to provide funding to re
place Soviet citizens at these posts. 

The Senate amendment contains no com
parable provision. 

The conference substitute states that, to 
the maximum extent practicable, Soviet 
citizens shall not be employed at U.S. diplo
matic or consular missions in the Soviet 
Union after September 30, 1986. 

U.S.-U.S.S.R. DIPLOMATIC EQUIVALENCE 
The Senate amendment establishes U.S. 

policy that the number of Soviet nationals 
serving in that country's diplomatic mission 
to the United States shall not exceed the 
number of U.N. nationals admitted to the 
U.S.S.R. who serve as diplomatic or consular 
personnel. 

The House bill contains no comparable 
provision. 

The conference substitute states that the 
number of Soviet nationals admitted to the 
United States should be substantially equiv
alent to diplomatic or consular personnel to 
U.S. diplomatic missions unless the Presi
dent determines that such admission is in 
the best interest of the United States. The 
substitute also includes a reporting require
ment which sets forth a plan to achieve this 
goal. 

This provision makes it the policy of the 
United States that the number of nationals 
of the Soviet Union serving as diplomatic or 
consular personnel in the United States 
shall not substantially exceed the equiva
lent number of U.S. nationals serving at cor
responding posts in the Soviet Union. Sub
stantial equivalence shall be understood as a
difference of no more than plus or minus 5 
percent. The intent of this provision is that 
the Soviet Union shall not be permitted to 
continue to enjoy a numerical superiority in 
its diplomatic or consular personnel in the 
United States. 

The Department of State has expressed 
concern that a requirement for strict nu
merical equivalence could be difficult to ad
minister because the numbers of United 
States and Soviet diplomatic and consular 
personnel serving in the respective countries 
vary due to a variety of factors. The intro
duction of the term "substantially" recog
nizes this. This Secretary of State will 
report annually to the Foreign Relations 
and Intelligence Committees of the Senate 
and the Foreign Affairs and Intelligence 
Committees of the House on implementa
tion of the policy of equivalence in diplo
.matic and consular representation called for 
in section 603 of this act. The conferees 
expect these committees to exercise con
tinuing oversight of the State Department's 
attainment of the policy established in title 
VI. 

The managers note that this section does 
not include Soviet personnel admitted for 
the Soviet mission to the United Nations, 
but does include all other missions covered 
by the Foreign Missions Act. 

lNTELSAT 
The House bill states that: <a> Prior to 

consultation with Intelsat for purposes of 
coordination, the Secretary of State shall 
ensure that proposed separate international 
satellite telecommunications systems 
comply with the executive branch condi
tions established pursuant to Presidential 
determination No. 85-2; <b> separately, the 
Secretaries of State and commerce and 
Comsat shall consult with respect to the ap
propriate scope and character of a modifica
tion to the Intelsat agreement allowing 
Intelsat to establish cost-based rates for in
dividual routes, as exceptional needs war-
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rant, and pursuant to that consultation, the 
United States shall support an appropriate 
amendment to the Intelsat Agreement; <c> 
in the event that both Intelsat fans to co
ordinate with such systems, and the Presi
dent determines to pursue the establish
ment of such systems, the Secretary shall 
submit to Congress, 60 days prior to notify
ing the FCC that U.S. obligations to Intelsat 
have been met, a report setting forth the 
foreign policy measures for the President's 
decision and a plan for minimizing any neg
ative effects on Intelsat and on U.S. foreign 
policy interests. 

The Senate amendment has no compara
ble provision. 

The conference substitute is similar to the 
House bill with an amendment which di
rects the Secretary of State, in the event 
Intelsat is authorized to establish cost-based 
rates for individual traffic routes, to in
struct the U.S. signatory to Intelsat 
<Comsat> to ensure that Intelsat provide all 
documentation necessary to verify that indi
vidual route rates established by Intelsat 
are in fact cost based. In addition, the con
ference substitute directs that such docu
mentation shall be made available to inter
ested parties to the maximum extent possi
ble and on a timely basis. 

The Congress anticipates that the Presi
dent will review Presidential determination 
No. 85-2 from time to time, to ensure that 
its terms and conditions are adequate to 
protect the global network of Intelsat, and 
otherwise to ensure an efficient and respon
sive international telecommunications 
system, as well as to serve other relevant 
U.S. interests. The President will report to 
Congress on any changes he finds may be 
necessary. 

In providing for the dissemination of in
formation under section <c><2><b> the man
agers expect the executive branch to adopt 
suitable procedures such as, but not neces
sarily identical to, those contained in the 
memorandum of understanding entered into 
by the Departments of State and Com
merce, the Federal Communications Com
mission and Comsat on September 24, 1984. 

The managers note that this bill is not in
tended to impede in any way development 
or launch of any satellite system which will 
primarily provide domestic or transborder 
services. Furthermore, this bill shall not 
impede in any way the operation of the do
mestic or transborder aspects of such a sat
ellite system. The international aspect of 
such a satellite system shall not be oper
ational until the Secretary of State has cer
tified that the obligations of the United 
States under article XIV<d> of the Intelsat 
Agreement have been completed with re
spect to the international aspects. 

EMERGENCY TELEPHONE SERVICE AT U.S. 
CONSULAR OFFICES 

The House bill expresses the sense of the 
Congress that the Secretary of State should 
ensure 24-hour emergency telephone service 
at all U.S. consular offices. 

The Senate amendment contains no com
parable provision. 

The conference substitute is identical to 
the House bill. 
MURDER OF MAJ. ARTHUR D. NICHOLSON, JR. 
The House bill expresses the sense of the 

Congress that the Soviet Union's chief of 
mission to the United States be declared 
persona non grata until the Soviet Union 
has apologized for the murder of Major 
Nicholson. 

The Senate amendment contains no com
parable provision. 

The conference substitute declares the 
sense of the Congress that the United 
States should declare persona non grata one 
or more senior defense attach~s of the 
Soviet Union's mission to the U.S. unless 
the President certifies to the Congress 
within 90 days of enactment of this act that 
the Soviet Union has made a formal apology 
for the murder of Maj. Arthur Nicholson, 
Jr., and that the Soviet Union has provided 
assurances that it will adhere to agreements 
concerning the status and safety of military 
and civilian missions of Western nations in 
the German Democratic Republic. 

PREss FREEDOM 

The House bill directs U.S. chiefs of diplo
matic missions to promote respect for free
dom of the press where it is deemed not to 
exist. 

The Senate amendment contains no com
parable provision. 

The conference substitute is identical to 
the House bill. 

INSPECTOR GENERAL 
The Senate amendment mandates an in

dependent Inspector General at the Depart
ment of State and the U.S. Information 
Agency by June 30, 1986. 

The House bill contains no comparable 
provision. 

The conference substitute establishes an 
independent Inspector General at the De
partment of State under the authority of 
the Inspector General Act of 1978. 

USIA AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS 
The House and Senate bills authorize 

funds for the U.S. Information Agency as 
follows: 

USIA EARMARKS 
[By fiscal year; in thousands of dollars] 

1986 1987 

~~~~a.~ .. ~~~~~~ .. ~~.~~.::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
Latin America .......................................................... . 
VOA modernization .......................................•............ 

~=:~:?:~:::::::::::: : ::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
International Games ................................................. . 

128,899 141,996 
4,891 5,479 

45,400 45,100 
136,594 136,594 

11,500 11.700 
7,500 7,500 
1,500 1,500 
3,000 ..................... . 

Total earmarks ............................................ 339,284 349,869 

The House bill authorizes $922,286,000 for 
fiscal year 1986 and $962,866,000 for the 
fiscal year 1987 for the U.S. Information 
Agency to carry out international informa
tion, educational, cultural, and exchange 
prograxns under the U.S. Information and 
Educational Exchange Act of 1948, the 
Mutual Educational and Cultural Exchange 
Act of 1961, and Reorganization Plan No. 2 
of 1977, and for other purposes. 

The Senate amendment authorizes 
$837,623,000 for fiscal year 1986 and 
$844,623,000 for fiscal year 1987 to carry out 
international information, educational, cul
tural, and exchange prograxns under the 
U.S. Information and Educational Exchange 
Act of 1948, the Mutual Educational and 
Cultural Exchange Act of 1961, Reorganiza
tion Plan No. 2 of 1977, the Radio Broad
casting to Cuba Act, n.nd other purposes. Of 
these funds, not less than $11.5 million in 
fiscal year 1986 and $11.7 million in fiscal 
year 1987 are authorized to implement the 
Radio Broadcasting to Cuba Act. This sec
tion a.lso authorizes such amounts to remain 
available until expended. 

The conference substitute authorizes 
$887.9 million in each of fiscal years 1986 
and 1987 for the U.S. Information Agency 

and retains the Senate earmarking for 
Radio Broadcasting to Cuba in both years. 

MODERNIZATION OF VOICE OF AMERICA 
The House bill earmarks $136,594,000 for 

fiscal year 1986 and $142,604,000 for fiscal 
year 1987 for modernization of the facilities 
and operations of the Voice of America. 
These funds will remain available until ex
pended. 

The Senate amendment contains no com
parable provision. 

The conference substitute retains the 
modernization earmark at $136,594,000 for 
each of fiscal years 1986 and 1987. 

FuNDs FOR EDUCATIONAL AND CULTURAL 
ExCHANGES 

The Senate amendment provides 
$179,190,000 in fiscal year 1986 and 
$192,575,000 in fiscal year 1987 for certain 
educational and cultural exchange activities 
of the U.S. Information Agency earmarked 
as follows: <a> $128,899,000 for fiscal year 
1986 and $141,996,000 for fiscal year 1987 
for grants for the Fulbright Academic Ex
change Prograxns and the International Vis
itor Program; ·(b) $4,891,500 for fiscal year 
1986 and $5,479,000 for fiscal year 1987 for 
grants for the Humphrey Fellowship Pro
gram; and <c> $45,400,000 for fiscal year 1986 
and $45,100,000 for fiscal year 1987 for 
grants and exchanges to Latin America and 
the Caribbean, to be obligated in a manner 
consistent with the recommendations of the 
National Bipartisan Commission on Central 
America. 
· The House bill contains no comparable 
provision. 

The conference substitute executive 
branch's is identical to the Senate provision. 
The earmarked funds for the Fulbright, 
Humphrey, and International Visitor Pro
grams in fiscal years 1986 and 1987 should 
be considered only as minimum, or floor, 
levels for these prograxns. The conference 
committee commends the executive 
branch's proposal to fund these exchanges 
in fiscal year 1986 at the levels required by 
section 305<c> of Public Law 970-241 <the 
Pell amendment). The earmarking of lower 
amounts in fiscal year 1986 should not pre
clude the executive branch's from meeting 
the requirement of the Pell amendment and 
the conference committee urges the execu
tive branch's to meet this statutory require
ment. 

The managers urge USIA to fund fully, as 
in the congressional presentational docu
ment, the other exchange prograxns, includ
ing the private sector program, the Eisen
hower Fellows, and the Congress Bundestag 
Exchange. 

USIA BOOK PROGRAM 
The House bill provides that USIA fund

ing for its worldwide book program should 
be increased by an amount not less than the 
amount requested by the USIA from the 
Congress for increases in TV Worldnet. 

The Senate amendment earmarks not less 
than $2,700,000 in addition to fiscal year 
1985 allocations for the worldwide book pro
gram initiative. 

The conference substitute earmarks not 
less than $7.5 million for fiscal years 1986 
and 1987 for the worldwide book program 
initiative. 
FuNDs FOR EXCHANGE ACTIVITIES ASSOCIATED 

WITH THE 1987 PAN AMERICAN GAMES 
The Senate amendment authorizes not 

less than $1.5 million for each of fiscal years 
1986 and 1987 for the Indiana Sports Corpo
ration for exchange of persons and other 
exchange-related activities associated with 
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the 1987 Pan American Games to be held in 
Indianapolis, IN. 

The House bill contains no comparable 
provision. 

The conference substitute is identical to 
the Senate provision. 

SUPPLEMENTAL AUTHORIZATION FOR 
INTERNATIONAL GAMES 

The Senate amendment earmarks $3 mil
lion in fiscal year 1986 for expenses associat
ed with the XV World Games for the Deaf, 
the Fifth National Amputee Championship, 
and the 1985 National Cerebral Palsy /Les 
Autres Games. 

The House bill contains no comparable 
provision. 

The conference substitute earmarks $3 
million for fiscal year 1986 to reimburse ex~ 
penses associated with the exchange of ath
letes, coaches, and officials for international 
games for the handicapped held in the 
United States. While the specific references 
to certain games were deleted in the section, 
the managers intend the funds to be avail
able for international games such as the 
International Games for the Deaf, National 
Amputee Championships, National Cerebral 
Palsy /Les Autres Games, National Champi
onship for the Blind Athletes, the Senior 
Olympics and the Natio~al Handicapped 
Sports and Recreation Associations partici
pation in such games. 

BAN ON USIA DOMESTIC ACTIVITIES 
The Senate amendment prohibits use of 

funds by USIA to influence public opinion 
in the United States. 

The house bill contains no comparable 
provision. 

The conference substitute is identical to 
the Senate language with an amendment re
garding exemptions in current law. It is not 
intended to affect previously released films. 

USIA PRIVATE SECTOR PROGRAMS 
The Senate amendment prohibits grants 

to organizations through USIA's private 
sector programs unless at least 25% of the 
organization's funds for the proposed grant 
activity are provided from non-U.S. Govern
ment sources. 

The House bill contains no comparable 
provision. . 

The conference substitute provides that 
no grant may be made to any organization 
through the private sector program of the 
USIA unless costs equal to at least 15 per
cent in Fiscal Year 1986 and at least 25 per
cent in Fiscal Year 1987 of grants from 
USIA for that organization's exchange and 
exchange-related programs are provided for 
from non-U.S. Government sources. The 
substitute provides for an exemption for or
ganizations which have been in existence 
for less than 1 year. The substitute also pro
vides that no USIA or other Government 
funds for fiscal year 1986 appropriations 
shall be used for grants for 1985 Interna
tional Youth Year activities. For the pur
pose of determining whether an organiza
tion receiving grants from the private sector 
program of USIA is meeting the standards 
set forth in this act requiring that costs 
equal to at least 15 percent in Fiscal Year 
1986 and 25 percent in Fiscal Year 1987 of 
grants from USIA for the organization's 
overall exchange and exchange-related pro
grams are provided from non-U.S. Govern
ment funds, only direct cash contributions, 
verifiable in-kind expenditures <such as the 
costs of food, lodging, transportation, cul
tural events, legal and accounting services, 
and office equipment> and the reasonable 
reciprocal costs borne by reciprocal foreign 
organizations and individuals for transpor-

tation, lodging, food, and cultural events di
rectly related to an exchange program car
ried out in conjunction with the grantee or
ganization's program shall be counted. <For 
this purpose also, the budgets of local affili
ates of national organizations can be count
ed.> 

The conference committee directs USIA 
to transfer the Operation Crossroads Africa 
Program from the Office of Private Sector 
Programs to the Office of International 
Visitors. The program will be funded from 
that portion of the $128,899,500 authorized 
to the Fulbright Academic Exchange Pro
grams and International Visitor Program 
that is allocated to the International Visitor 
Program. The funds that are freed by the 
action for use by the Private Sector Pro
gram <an amount which in 1985 would be 
approximately $1.5 million> are to be appor
tioned as follows-no less than 80 percent 
for the core agencies, including the Council 
for International Programs, involved in tra
ditional exchange programming. The com
mittee believes that the Council on Interna
tional Programs has been effective in ar
ranging exchanges of persons involved in 
social services at a low per capita cost to the 
government. In allocating funds, the confer
ence committee urges USIA to consider 
CIP's excellent record. 

N!:TIONAL ENDOWMENT FOR DEMOCRACY 
SHORT TITLE 

The Senate amendment provides a short 
title, the "National Endowment for Democ
racy Authorization Act, Fiscal years 1986 
and 1987." 

The House bill contains no comparable 
provision. 

The conference substitute is the same as 
the House position. 

RESTRICTIONS ON NED ACTIVITIES 
The House bill amends the National En

dowment for Democracy Act by adding at 
the end thereof a new section which re
quires NED to adhere to certain policies as 
follows: (1) no expenditure of funds to fi
nance campaigns of candidates for public 
office; <2> NED grantees shall consult with 
US Chiefs of Mission in foreign countries 
before funds may be available for projects 
in those countries; <3> NED funds granted to 
the American political party institutes shall 
be used, to the extent feasible, for projects 
jointly implemented by those institutes. 

The Senate amendment contains no com
parable provision. 

The conference substitute is similar to the 
House bill, with an amendment adding new 
language stating that the Endowment shall 
consult with the Department of State on all 
Endowment funded programs overseas prior 
to commencement of program activities; 
dropping the recommendation relating to 
joint projects by party institutes; and 
strengthening the prohibition against NED 
funds being used for political purposes. It 
further changes the date of the annual 
report required to be submitted by NED to 
the Congress from December 31 to February 
1. 

PROHIBITION ON NED FUNDING FOR POLITICAL 
PARTIES 

The House bill prohibits grants to politi
cal party institutes from being used to fi
nance activities of the Republican National 
Committee or the Democratic National 
Committee. 

The Senate amendment prohibits NED 
funds from being used to support the Re
publican National Committee, the National 
Republican Institute for International Af
fairs, the Democratic National Committee, 

' 

or the National Democratic Institute for 
International Affairs. 

The conference substitute is similar to the 
House bill, with an amendment strengthen
ing the prohibition against the use of NED 
funds for partisan politics or any activities 
directly related to the Republican or Demo
cratic National Committees or candidates 
for public office. 

NED AND PUBLIC ACCESS TO INFORMATION 
The House bill further amends the Na

tional Endowment for Democracy Act by di
recting that the Endowment shall make 
available to the public any information re
garding its organization, procedures, re
quirements, and activities. The Endowment 
would be authorized to withhold informa
tion which is exempted from disclosure 
under the Freedom of Information Act. In 
the event that the Endowment made an ad
verse determination of a request for infor
mation, such determination would be re
viewed by the General Counsel of the En
dowment. 

The Senate amendment would prohibit 
funding to the Endowment until the Endow
ment fully complies with the provisions of 
the Freedom of Information Act. 

The conference substitute requires that 
NED fully comply with tlie provisions of the 
Freedom of Information Act; requires USIA 
to facilitate requirements for publication of 
NED rules and procedures in the Federal 
Register; and makes USIA responsible for 
litigation related t~ the Freedom of Infor
mation Act. 

The committee of conference notes that 
for the purpose of obtaining information 
under FOIA, an individual may request such 
information from either National Endow
ment for Democracy or United States Infor
amtion Agency. 

NED FuNDING 
The House bill amends section 503<a> of 

the National Endowment for Democracy 
Act to provide that, of the amounts made 
available to the Endowment, not less than 
40% will be for the Free Trade Union Insti
tute; and not less than 20% will be for the 
Center for International Private Enterprise; 
and further provides that of the amounts 
authorized to be appropriated to USIA, not 
more than $19.3 million for Fiscal Year 1986 
and not more than $20.1 million for $19.3 
million for Fiscal Year 1987 may be made 
available to NED. It further provides that 
the earmarkings shall take effect on Octo
ber 1, 1985. The House also expressed the 
sense of the Congress <in H.R. 1555, the 
Foreign Assistance Authorization bill> that 
USIA should provide up to $500,000 to NED 
to finance programs designed to promote de
mocracy and seek to end the apartheid poli
cies in South Africa. 

The Senate amendment provides that not 
less than $17.5 million for each of Fiscal 
Years 1986 and 1987 shall be available for a 
grant to the National Endowment for De
mocracy, of which amount $11 million for 
each fiscal year will be for the Free Trade 
Union Institute, and $2.3 million for the 
Center for International Private Enterprise. 

The conference substitute provides not 
less than $18.4 million for NED for each of 
Fiscal Years 1986 and 1987 from USIA 
funds, and deletes all earmarks and ceilings 
for grantees. The conference substitute also 
provides that it is the sense of the Congress 
that USIA should provide up to $500,000 to 
NED for each of fiscal years 1986 and 1987 
(in addition to funds otherwise made avail
able by USIA to NED> for use by NED in 
providing financing for programs that are 
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designed to promote democracy and that 
seek to end the apartheid policies in South 
Africa. 

USIA AUDITS OF NED 
Both the House bill and the Senate 

amendment amend section 504 of the Na
tional Endowment for Democracy Act by in
serting a new paragraph (g) which provides 
that the financial transactions of the En
dowment for each fiscal year may be audit
ed by USIA. The committee of conference 
notes that this audit authority is not in
tended to impose grant conditions on NED 
which affect the status of NED as a private 
nonprofit corporation, such as obtaining 
prior approval from USIA for activities nec
essary to further the purposes of the Na
tional Endowment for Democracy Act. 

RELEASE OF CERTAIN USIA FILMS 
The House bill also provides for the re

lease of three USIA films on Afghanistan, 
"Afghanistan 1982: The Struggle for Free
dom Continues" and "We are Afghanistan," 
and "Hal David: Expressing a Feeling." 

The Senate amendment provides for the 
release of the above films. The Senate 
amendment also provides for the release of 
"Afghanistan 1982: The Struggle for Free
dom Continues". The Conference Substitute 
provides for the release of all of the above 
mentioned films with the House language. 

USIA GRANT NOTIFICATION 
The House bill extends existing law on no

tification of USIA program grants. 
The Senate amendment contains no com

parable provision. 
The Conference Substitute is identical to 

the House bill. 
BOARD FOR INTERNATIONAL BROADCASTING 

AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS 
The House bill authorizes appropriations 

for the Board for International Broadcast
ing of $122,325,000 for fiscal year 1986 and 
$127,707,000 for fiscal year 1987. 

The Senate amendment similarly author
izes $137,717,000 for the Board for Interna
tional Broadcasting for each fiscal year 1986 
and 1987. In addition, the Senate amend
ment earmarks $400,000 for Radio Maccabee 
in both fiscal years. 

The Conference substitute authorizes ap
propriations for the Board for International 
Broadcasting of $125,000,000 for each fiscal 
year 1986 and 1987. The substitute drops 
the earmarking for Radio Maccabee. 

IMPROVEMENT OF FACILITIES 
The House bill earmarks $20,000,000 in 

fiscal year 1986 and $21,030,000 for fiscal 
year 1987 for modenEza.tion of radio facili
ties. 

The Senate amendment does not have any 
comparable provision. 

The Conference substitute earmarks 
$20,000,000 in fiscal year 1986 and 
$18,323,000 in fiscal year 1987, which shall 
remain available until expended. 

BROADCASTING IN DARI AND PASHTO 
The Senate amendment authorizes broad

casting to Afghanistan as long as it is under 
Soviet occupation and earmarks not less 
than $450,000 in FY 1986 and not less than 
$250,000 for fiscal year 1987 for radio broad
casting to the Afghan people in the Dari 
and Pashto languages, to be designated 
"Radio Free Afghanistan." 

The House bill does not have any compa
rable provision. 

The Conference Substitute authorize 
broadcasting to Afghanistan as long as it is 
under Soviet occupation, but drops the ear
mark. 

SECRETARY OF STATE AND BIB MEMBERSHIP 
The Senate bill would make the Secretary 

of State an ex officio member of the BIB, 
except that the Secretary may not be a 
member of the Board of Directors of RFE/ 
RL, Inc. 

The House bill does not have any compa
rable provision. 

The Conference substitute directs the Sec
retary of State to establish a liaison office 
with the BIB at the US Consulate in 
Munich; provides that a representative of 
the Secretary of State will attend RFE/RL 
Inc. and BIB Board meetings; amends sec
tion 6 of PL 93-129 directing the Secretary 
of State to report to BIB on the impact of 
broadcasts to Eastern Europe and the 
Soviet Union. 

RFE/RL MANAGEMENT 
The House bill sets forth certain findings 

and management recommendations with re
spect to the Board for International Broad
casting and Radio Free Europe/Radio Liber
ty Inc. 

The Senate amendment contains no com
parable provision. 

The Conference substitute contains a 
similar amendment to the House bill. The 
managers believe that the management of 
Radio Free Europe/Radio Liberty Inc. 
should consider, as a way to improve its 
broadcast quality and content, establishing 
a position and a procedure responsible for 
the daily oversight of the radios. 

BROADCASTING TO SOVIET JEWRY 
The House bill establishes a task force to 

study the advisability and feasibility of in
creasing broadcasts to the Jewish popula
tions within the USSR. It also requires a 
report not later than 6 months after the 
date of enactment to be submitted to the 
Congress. 

The Senate amendment prohibits grants 
to RFE/RL, Inc. unless RFE/RL, Inc. estab
lishes in Radio Liberty a new program of 
Russian language broadcasting for the 
Jewish population of the USSR entitled 
"Radio Maccabee Program of Radio Liber
ty." 

The conference substitute is similar to the 
House bill. It calls for a study and report 
within six months after enactment of this 
title and directs the radios to strengthen ex
isting broadcasts of issues of concern to 
Jewish audiences in the Soviet Union. Such 
broadcasts may be known as Maccabee Pro
gram. 

U.S. SCHOLARSHIP PROGRAM FOR DEVELOPING 
COUNTRIES 

The Senate amendment authorizes a US 
scholarship for disadvantaged students from 
developing countries to study in the United 
States. The Senate amendment also pro
vides that not less than 25% of funds appro
priated for activities under this title will 
fund Latin America and Caribbean ex
changes. 

The House bill contains no comparable 
provision. However, a similar provision is 
contained in the House version of the For
eign Assistance bill which authorizes a US 
scholarship program for disadvantaged stu
dents from lesser developed countries to 
study in the United States. This provision 
also provides that if the student is granted 
asylum in the US of the Immigration and 
Nationality Act or is admitted to the US as 
a refugee, half of the repayment of the stu
dents loan shall be forgiven. The bill also 
provides that funds allocated for these 
scholarships shall be available to enhance 
the educational training and capabilities of 
the people of Latin America and the Carib-

bean and to promote better understanding 
between the US and Latin America. Funds 
may be used for program and administrative 
costs for institutions carrying out such pro
grams. The provision also provides that the 
USIA shall recommend to each student 
under scholarship that he or she enroll in a 
course in the classics of American political 
thought. The House bill also provides that 
USIA funds <other than those appropriated 
for programs under the Mutual Education 
and Exchange Act) may be used to carry out 
this title with respect to students from de
veloping countries outside Central America. 

The conference substitute integrates all of 
the provisions of the House and Senate posi
tions. The committee of conference note 
that a provision in the legislation recom
mends that each student receiving a such a 
scholarship enroll in a course which studies 
the "classics of American political thought". 
This recommendation may be broadly read 
to include course work in American history 
or politics, and should not be construed as a 
recommendation to study certain political 
thinkers. The recommendation to take such 
a course is not mandatory and should not be 
construed as a requirement for holding a 
scholarship. It is also the committee's intent 
in authorizing this program that resources 
currently available to other scholarship or 
exchange of persons programs funded by 
USIA, would not be diverted to fund these 
new programs. 

UNIVERSITIES IN U.S. BORDER STATES 
The Senate amendment requires the 

USIA Director and the Administrator of 
AID to report to Congress on the feasibility 
of greater utilization in those agency's 
scholarship programs of US universities in 
States bordering Latin America. 

The House bill contains no comparable 
provision. 

The Conference Substitute is identical to 
the Senate amendment. 

FOREIGN SURVEILLANCE PREVENTION ACT 
The Senate amendment establishes a pro

cedure by which the President must identify 
and so report to the Congress the identity 
of any foreign national with diplomatic im
munity who is engaging in electronic sur
veillance in the United States. The Presi
dent must inform the targets of the surveil
lance; inform the chief of mission of the 
sponsoring government of the surveillance; 
and, unless that government ceases such 
surveillance, must declare the offending 
party persona non grata. 

The House bill contains no comparable 
provision. 

The conference substitute contains no 
provision on this issue. In considering this 
section, the Managers agreed with the find
ings that widespread use of electronic sur
veillance and the interception of telecom
munications by foreign governments under 
the guise of normal diplomatic relations 
would pose a serious threat both to the na
tional security of the United States and to 
the rights of privacy and association guar
anteed to Americans by the Constitution. 

Consequently, the Managers request the 
President to conduct a study of this problem 
and submit recommendations to the Con
gress, no later than January 1, 1987, for leg
islation and other actions designed to bring 
an end to such illicit electronic surveillance. 

IRAN CLAIMS 
The Senate amendment authorizes the 

Foreign Claims Settlement Commission to 
adjudicate and distribute awards to small 
claimants in the event of a lump sum settle-
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ment by the US-Iran Claims Tribunal, and 
to charge a modest fee to defray the costs of 
the Commission. It also authorizes the Sec
retary of the Treasury to deduct a small fee 
from awards to large claimants of the tribu
nal. 

The House bill contains no comparable 
provision. 

The conference substitute is substantially 
the same as the Senate provision. 

ARMS CONTROL AND DISARMAMENT 
AMENDMENT ACT OF 1985 

The Senate bill contains provisions deal
ing with the Arms Control and Disarma
ment Agency. Similar provisions were con
tained in H.R. 2456, a separately-passed 
measure. 

FISCAL YEAR 1985 AUTHORIZATION 

The Senate amendment <section 902) au
thorizes for fiscal year 1985 $23,789,000 of 
which amount $4,321,000 is earmarked for 
the Geneva arms control negotiations. 

The House bill <section 1, subparagraph 2) 
authorizes for fiscal ye.ar 1985, $23,789,000. 

The conference substitute is the same as 
the Senate amendment. 

FISCAL YEAR 1986 AND FISCAL YEAR 1987 
AUTHORIZATIONS 

The Senate amendment <section 903) au
thorizes $25,614,000 for each of the fiscal 
years 1986 and 1987 for the Arms Control 
and Disarmament Agency. Of these 
amounts, $6,146,000 in each fiscal year is 
earmarked for the Geneva arms control ne
gotiations. 

The House bill <section 1, subparagraphs 
3, 4, and 5> authorizes for fiscal years 1986 
and 1987 $25,614,000 for each fiscal year, 
plus such additional amounts for each fiscal 
year as necessary for increases in salary, pay 
retirement, and other employee benefits au
thorized by law, foreign currency exchange 
rates, and other non-discretionary costs. 

The conference substitute combines both 
the Senate and House provisions. 

ARMS CONTROL COMPLIANCE REPORT 

The Senate amendment <section 904) es
tablishes a new section 38, in the Arms Con
trol and Disarmament Act of 1961 as amend
ed, that requires the President to submit an 
annual report to Congress, prepared by the 
Director of the Agency, in coordination with 
the heads of other relevant agencies, on the 
adherence of the United States to obliga
tions undertaken in arms control agree
ments with other nations and on any prob
lexns related to compliance by other nations 
with the provision of bilateral and multilat
eral arms control agreements with the 
United States. 

The House bill does not contain a compa
rable provision. 

The conference substitute is the same as 
the Senate provision. 

EXECUTIVE LEVEL UPGRADES 

The House bill <section 2) provides for 
comparability adjustment in five senior 
ACDA executive level positions to conform 
them with counterparts in other agencies. 

The Senate amendment does not contain 
a comparable provision. 

The conference substitute is the same as 
the House provision. 

COMPLIANCE WITH BUDGET ACT 

The House bill <section 3) provides that 
the authorities provided shall be in compli
ance with the Congressional Budget Act of 
1974. 

The Senate amendment contains no com
parable provision. 

The conference substitute is the same as 
the House provision. 

FUTURE ACDA AUTHORIZATION 

The Managers intend that including the 
ACDA authorization as part of the Foreign 
Relations Authorization Act is a one-time 
exception and that future ACDA authoriza
tions should be adopted as separate legisla
tive measures. 

AsiA FOUNDATION 

The House bill authorizes $10 million for 
the Asia Foundation. 

The Senate amendment authorizes $10.5 
million for each of fiscal years 1986 and 
1987 for the Asia F01:ndation in a separate 
Asia Foundation Act. The Conference Sub
stitute is identical to the Senate amend
ment. 

ASSISTANCE TO NICARAGUA 

The Senate amendment contains a provi
sion authorizing humanitarian assistance to 
Nicaragua and related policy matters. 

The House bill contains no comparable 
provision. However, House provisions relat
ing to aid to Nicaragua are contained in the 
FY 1985 supplemental appropriation. 

The conference substitute contains no 
provision on this issue. 

PROHIBITION ON FuNDS FOR NICARAGUA 

The Senate amendment prohibits the use 
of funds to support activities against the 
Government of Nicaragua which have not 
been authorized by law and which would 
place the US in violation of our obligations 
under the OAS. 

The House bill contains no comparable 
provision. 

The conference substitute contains no 
provision on this issue. 

FOOD AID TO THE NICARAGUAN PEOPLE 

The Senate amendment states that the 
President should explore and promote 
means for providing food aid to the Nicara
guan people through private voluntary or
ganizations and the Catholic Church. 

The House bill contains no comparable 
provision. 

The conference substitute contains no 
provision on this issue. 

AGRICULTURAL PRODUCTS AND TARIFF 
BARRIERS 

The Senate amendment directs USIA to 
develop a public information campaign to 
inform appropriate nations as to the advan
tages of lowering tariff and non-tariff bar
riers on agricultural products. 

The House bill contains no comp&rable 
provision. 

The Conference Substitute contains no 
provision on this issue. 
TRADE BARRIERS TO AMERICAN AGRICULTURAL 

PRODUCTS 

The managers recognize that foreign 
tariff and non tariff barriers to American 
products are harming American producers 
and causing higher food prices to consumers 
in countries with high trade barriers. A 
campaign to heighten public awareness 
abroad of the advantages of lower trade bar
riers would serve the interests of both 
American producers and foreign consumers. 
Such a campaign would compliment on
going efforts by several departments of gov
ernment to promote lower trade barriers to 
American goods and services. The Director 
of the United States Information Agency is 
requested to examine the feasibility of a sig
nificant public information campaign re
garding lower trade barriers and, in consul
tation with other appropriate agencies, to 
prepare a report for submission to the Presi
dent and the Congress on this recommenda
tion on how such a program could most ef-

fectively promote the interests of American 
producers and workers. In examining the 
advisability of such a campaign the Director 
should pay particular attention to the needs 
of American agricultural producers. 

Ex GRATIA PAYMENT TO SWITZERLAND 

The Senate amendment reflects an Ad
ministration request to amend the Trading 
with the Enemy Act to make an ex gratia 
payment to the Government of Switzerland 
under the terms of an existing US-Swiss 
agreement. 

The House bill contains no comparable 
provision. 

The Conference Substitute is identical to 
the Senate amendment. 

TERMINATION OF NATIONAL EMERGENCIES 

The Senate amendment amends the Na
tional Emergencies Act to stipulate that a 
national emergency may be terminated by 
joint resolution of the Congress. Current 
law only requires a concurrent resolution to 
terminate a national emergency. 

The House bill contains no comparable 
provision. 

The Conference Substitute is identical to 
the Senate amendment. 

CONSEQUENCES OF NUCLEAR WINTER 

The Senate amendment expresses the 
sense of the Congess that the President 
should propose during arxns talks with the 
USSR that the US and the USSR jointly 
study the consequences of nuclear winter 
and its impact on national security of both 
countries. 

The House bill contains no comparable 
provision. 

The conference substitute contains no 
provision on this issue. 

REVIEW OF ASSISTANCE TO COAL EXPORTING 
NATIONS 

The Senate amendment directs the 
Export-Import Bank to report to the Con
gress on the terms of all assistance provided 
to the purpose of financing or assisting in 
the development of coal production, trans
portation or export. 

The House bill contains no comparable 
provision. 

The conference substitute contains no 
provision on the issue. 

APPLICATION OF THE YALTA AGREEMENT 

The Senate amendment states that the 
US does not recognize as legitimate any 
spheres of influence in Europe and reaf
firms US refusal to recognize such spheres 
by repudiating Soviet use of the Yalta 
Agreement to legitimize Soviet domination 
of Eastern Europe. It also expresses US soli
darity with the peoples of Central and East
em Europe. 

The House bill contains no provision on 
this issue. 

The conference substitute contains a pro
vision relating to the Yalta Agreement. The 
conferees recognize that their action does 
not constitute a formal repudiation of the 
Yalta Agreement. 

MAYOR OF JERUSALEM 

The Senate amendment commends Mayor 
Teddy Kollek of Jerusalem for his efforts to 
promote harmony among the people of Je
rusalem. 

The House bill contains no comparable 
provision. 

The Conference Substitute is identical to 
the Senate amendment. 

TREATMENT oF SoVIET PENTENcosTALs 

The Senate amendment expresses the 
sense of the Senate that Soviet government 
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personnel violated the human rights of the 
four members of the Pentecostal communi
ty who attempted to enter the US Embassy 
in Moscow; that the US Department of 
State should try to assure the safety of 
these persons; and the Secretary of State 
should undertake a study of US policy relat
ing to the granting of asylum in US embas
sies abroad and make recommendations to 
the Senate Foreign Relations Committee re
garding adjustments in current policy. 

The House bill contains no comparable 
provision. 

The conference substitute is virtually 
identical to the Senate amendment. In addi
tion it requires that the report be submitted 
to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

DEMOCRACY ON TAIWAN 
The Senate amendment expresses the 

sense of the Congress that it is important 
that all Taiwanese participate in that coun
try's political process in order to promote a 
peaceful future and that the United States 
should encourage the authorities on Taiwan 
to work toward this end. 

The House bill contains no comparable 
provision. 

The conference substitute is essentially 
the same as the Senate amendment. 

US/CHINA TRADE 
The Senate amendment expresses the 

sense of the Congress that the Departments 
of State and Commerce should take appro
priate steps to increase United States/China 
trade with a view to improving the trade 
balance, increasing American jobs, and as
suring US participation in the growing Chi
nese market. 

The House bill contains no comparable 
provision. 

The conference substitute is identical to 
the Senate amendment. 

INTERNATIONAL NARCOTICS CONTROL 
COMMISSION 

The Senate amendment establishes an 
International Narcotics Control Cominission 
which would monitor and promote interna
tional compliance with narcotics control 
treaties and monitor and encourage US 
Government and private programs seeking 
to expand international cooperation against 
drug abuse. The Commission would be com
posed of seven Senators, seven House Mem
bers, three Executive branch personnel, and 
five members of the public sector, and 
chaired alternately by a Senator and a 
House Member, beginning with a Senator, 
with opposite rotating Co-Chairmen. The 
Commission is also granted subpoena 
powers. The President is required to submit 
semi-annual reports to the Commission on 
the status of compliance with narcotics con
trol treaties, and requires the Cominission 
to report to the congress periodically. It also 
authorizes $550,000 for each fiscal year for 
the Commission, to be disbursed on a vouch
er by the Chairman, which would remain 
available until expended. The Cominission is 
deemed to be a standing committee of the 
Congress for purposes of travel funds, is to 
receive $6,000 for official representational 
expenses, and Cominission staff is exempted 
from civil service regulations. 

The House bill contains no comparable 
provision. 

The conference substitute is the same as 
the Senate amendment, except that the 
Cominission includes no House Members or 
Executive branch officials, provides that the 
Chairman shall be of the Senate Majority 
party and the Co-Chairman of the Senate 
Minority Party, drops the separate Presi
dential reporting requirement and instead 

requires the President to submit the annual 
State Department narcotics report (pursu
ant to section 48He> of the Foreign Assist
ance Act> to be submitted to the Commis
sion, provides $325,000 for each fiscal year 
to meet Cominission expenses, and provides 
no representational funds. The conference 
substitute does not specify the manner in 
which Commission funds will be disbursed. 

It is the intent of the Conferees that the 
Commission operate in the manner of the 
Helsinki Cominission. The Chairman, in 
consultation with the Cochairman will 
reach decisions regarding appropriate and 
adequate levels of staffing, funds, and sup
port facilities for both the majority and mi
nority members of the Commission. 
UNITED STATES-JAPAN SECURITY RELATION

SHIP AND JAPANESE SELF-DEFENSE EFFORTS 
The Senate amendment <section 1123> ex

presses congressional findings regarding the 
U.S.-Japan security relationship, expresses 
the sense of Congress that Japan should 
formally reexamine her 1976 National De
fense Program Outline and develop and im
plement a 1986-1990 Mid-Term Defense 
Plan fully funded to enable Japan to meet, 
by 1990, its commitment to obtain self-de
fense forces adequate to protect its air 
spaces and sealanes out to 1,000 miles, ex
presses the sense of Congress that Japan 
should increase contributions to support 
U.S. forces in Japan, and requires annual re
ports so Congress can assess Japan's 
progress toward actually fulfilling her 
common defense commitments. 

The House bill does not contain a compa
rable provision although the House passed 
foreign assistance bill contains a provision 
<section 1209) that expresses congressional 
findings regarding the U.S.-Japan security 
relationship and the sense of Congress that 
Japan should be strongly encouraged in its 
plans to develop and implement a 1986-1990 
Mid-Term Defense Plan. 

The conference substitute is a compromise 
that states congressional findings regarding 
the U.S.-Japan security relationship, ex
presses the sense of Congress that Japan 
should implement a 1986-1990 Mid-Term 
Defense Plan fully funded to enable Japan 
to meet, by 1990, its commitment to obtain 
self-defense forces adequate to protect its 
air spaces and sealanes out to 1,000 miles 
and requires information, on an annual 
basis, so Congress can understand Japan's 
progress toward actually fulfilling its 
common defense commitments, including 
obtaining the 1000-mile self-defense capa
bilities by 1990 and about actions the Execu
tive branch is taking to encourage Japan to 
achieve these capabilities by the end of the 
decade. 

The conference committee notes that 
Japan is not the only ally of the United 
States which is not contributing sufficient 
resources to fulfill its independent commit
ments to the common defense. Several of 
America's NATO allies also are not bearing 
a fair share of the mutual security burden. 
However, in approving language finding 
that the U.S. Government appreciates 
Japan's recent efforts to increase its defense 
spending, the conference committee wishes 
to point out that these recent increases still 
are inadequate. 

As evidence of these inadequacies, the 
conference committee expressed concern 
that every year since 1981 the Defense De
partment has reported to Congress that 
Japan "ranks last or close to last" on most 
measures surveyed and thus quite clearly 
"appears to be contributing far less than its 
fair share" of the common defense burden. 

Further evidence was presented this year 
when the Commander of all United States 
armed forces in the Pacific region, Admiral 
William J. Crowe, Jr. testified to Congress 
that Japan's decision to increase its defense 
budget in 1985 "is still inadequate to meet 
the defense capabilities the Japanese gov
ernment has pledged itself to meet." 

Finally the committee of conference is 
also aware that Congress already receives 
an annual report on the defense contribu
tions of all our NATO allies and Japan. The 
conference committee does not wish to 
impose on the Executive branch a require
ment for a new, separate report and would 
consider it appropriate for the additional in
formation to be included in the already re
quired report. 

Such required additional information 
should include a detailed estimate by the 
U.S. Government of the level of funding re
sources, specific procurement prograins and 
other defense improvement actions required 
annually between 1986 and 1990 for Japan 
to achieve the capabilities to defend her 
homeland and airspace and sea lanes out to 
1,000 miles, by the end of this decade. 

It should also include a detailed estimate 
by the U.S. Government of the length of 
delay beyond 1990 for Japan to achieve the 
1000-mile self-defense capabilities and 
caused by any disparities between the U.S. 
estimate of resources required and those re
sources Japan decides on her own to provide 
for that particular annual period and for 
the years remaining in the 1986-1990 Mid
Term Defense Plan. 

Finally the information should include a 
description of actions the U.S. Government 
has taken in the preceding year to encour
age Japan to attain the 1,000 mile self-de
fense capabilities by 1990. 

REPEAL OF CLARK AMENDMENT 
The Senate amendment repeals section 

118 of the International Security and Devel
opment Cooperation Act of 1980 which pro
hibits assistance which would have the 
effect of promoting the capacity of any 
nation or individual to conduct military or 
paramilitary operations in Angola unless 
the president certifies that such assistance 
is in the national security interests of the 
United States. 

The House bill contains no comparable 
provision. 

The Conference Substitute contains no 
provision on this issue. 

REPORT ON SOVIET VIOLATION OF ARMs 
CONTROL AGREEMENT 

The Senate amendment directs the De
partment of Defense to report to the Con
gress on the military consequences and ef
fects of Soviet violations of all arins control 
treaties and agreements. 

The House bill contains no comparable 
provision. 

The conference substitute does not in
clude the Senate provision. The managers 
note that Title VII of the conference substi
tute includes a provision requiring a presi
dential report on the compliance of the 
Soviet Union and other nations with arms 
control agreements, as well as on U.S. ad
herence to arins control obligations. 

BAN ON CHEMICAL WEAPONS 
The Senate amendment expresses the 

sense of the Conress that the President 
should continue to pursue negotiation of a 
multilateral agreement banning chemical 
weapons and seek bilateral discussions be
tween the US and the Soviet Union to 
achieve a ban on chemical weapons. 
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The House bill contains no comparable 

provision. 
The conference substitute is identical to 

the Senate provision. 
U.S.-OWNED RUPEES 

The Senate bill amends Section 903 of PL 
98-164 by allowing the use, pending the ne
gotiation of an agreement with the Govern
ment of India, of the annual earnings gener
ated by US-owned foreign currencies in 
India to provide grants for cultural, educa
tional, and scientific programs of interest to 
the United States and India. 

The House bill contains no comparable 
provision. 

The Conference Substitute is identical to 
the Senate amendment. 

Moscow EMBASSY 
The House bill directs the Secretary of 

State, within 30 days of enactment, to initi
ate actions to begin the arbitration process 
provided for in the embassy construction 
agreement between the U.S. and the 
U.S.S.R. in order to resolve U.S. claims 
against the Soviet Union construction 
delays in the U.S. embassy complex in 
Moscow. It also requires a report to Con
gress from the Secretary of State on the res
olution of such claims. If the U.S.S.R. re
fuses to abide by the results of the arbitra
tion, the Secretary of State will not allow 
Soviet occupation of their new embassy in 
Washington, D.C. until arbitration is com
pleted and damages are paid in full. The sec
tion also includes a presidential waiver in 
the interests of U.S. national security if res
olution of claims is proceeding satisfactori
ly. 

The Senate amendment contains no com
parable provision. 

The conference substitute is similar to the 
House provision. It requires a report to the 
Congress in the event the amount of the re
imbursement is less than the amount of 
funds expended for damages, explaining 
why the Secretary accepted the settlement 
arrangements. The substitute also contains 
a waiver if the Secretary certifies to Con
gress that a substantial number of claims 
are settled and resolution of remaining 
claims is proceeding satisfactorily. 
MINORITY REPRESENTATION IN THE FOREIGN 

SERVICE 
The House bill directs the head of an 

agency using the foreign service personnel 
system to develop, to the extent practicable, 
an affirmative action effort to significantly 
increase the number of women and minority 
groups in the service. Such efforts should 
emphasize increases in the mid- and senior 
levels of the service. The program's goal 
would be to raise the representation of 
women and minority groups to levels at 
least equivalent to those group's respective 
proportions in the U.S. labor force. The sec
tion also requires that the report to the 
Congress regarding minority representation 
in the service pursuant to the Foreign Serv
ice Act shall include reports on the imple
mentation of this effort. The Senate amend
ment contains no comparable provision. 

The conference substitute is similar to the 
House provision. However it places empha
sis on establishing a plan to increase the 
number of minority groups and women in 
the Foreign Service, emphasizing the mid
levels of the service and conforming the pro
vision to section 7201 of title 5 of the United 
States Code. 

EMPLOYEES OF THE UNITED NATIONS 
The House bill directs the Secretary of 

State to report to Congress within 90 days 

of enactment of this Act on the extent to 
which international civil servants employed 
by the UN must return part of their salaries 
to their respective governments. The report 
should also address steps taken by the Sec
retary and the U.S. Representative to the 
UN to correct this practice. A second report 
to the Congress would assess progress made, 
by January 1, 1987, in correcting the prac
tice. If, pursuant to the latter report, the 
Secretary determines that substantial 
progress has not been made, the U.S. will 
reduce its annual assessed payment to the 
U.N. by an amount equal to the U.S. propor
tionate share of the salaries of such UN em
ployees engaged in kickbacks. 

The Senate amendment contains no com
parable provision. The conference substi
tute is similar to the House provision with 
an amendment relating to reservations of 
UN member states regarding taxation. The 
conference substitute does not make manda
tory a reduction in the U.S. contribution to 
the United Nations. 

REFUGEES IN THAILAND 
The House bill commends the Govern

ment of Thailand for its response to refu
gees fleeing Vietnam and expresses the 
sense of Congress that 1 > those seeking 
refuge in Thailand should not be repatriat
ed and 2) increased security should be pro
vided for refugees in Thai camps, including 
through a greater presence by international 
organizations. The Section further directs 
the Secretary of State with the assistance of 
appropriate organizations and agencies, to 
review the status of Cambodian refugees; 
implement a solution to their plight; investi
gate cases where Cambodians have been re
jected for admission to the U.S.; institute a 
family reunification program for refugees in 
Thailand; provide a program of educational 
assistance for Cambodians in border camps. 

The Senate amendment contains no com
parable provision. 

The conference substitute is identical to 
the .i:Iouse bill. 

FOREIGN EXCHANGE INTERVENTION 
The Senate amendment expresses the 

sense of the Congress that the Secretary of 
the Treasury and the Chairman of the Fed
eral Reserve Board, together with our allies, 
should take the necessary steps <including 
intervention in foreign exchange markets) 
to gradually lower the value of the dollar. It 
also provides that the Secretary of the 
Treasury and Federal Reserve Board Chair
man work to ensure that the domestic mac
roeconomic policies of the U.S. and its allies 
reinforce each other. 

The House bill contains no comparable 
provision. 

The Conference Substitute is identical to 
the Senate amendment. 
MEASURES TO ENHANCE CRISIS STABILITY AND 

CONTROL 
The House bill directs the Secretary of 

State and the Director of the Arms Control 
and Disarmament Agency to conduct a 
study of measures which would both en
hance U.S. security and reduce the likeli
hood of nuclear weapons use by contribut
ing to crisis stability or crisis control capa
bilities. 

The Senate amendment contains no com
parable provision. 

The conference substitute is identical to 
the House provision. 
REPORTS ON ADHERENCE TO AND COMPLIANCE 

WITH AGR.EEMENTS 
The Senate amendment requires the 

President to report to the Congress on the 

adherence of the United States to obliga
tions undertaken in Arms Control Agree
ments and on problems of compliance by 
other nations. 

The House bill contains no comparable 
provision. 

The conference substitute is identical to 
the Senate provision. 

NEW BUILDING IN GENEVA FOR ARMs 
CONTROL NEGOTIATING TEAMS 

The Senate amendment expresses the 
sense of the Senate that the Secretary of 
State should submit a report to the Con
gress on the feasibility of a new structure to 
house the United States Arms Control nego
tiating Teams in Geneva. 

The House bill contains no comparable 
provision. 

The conference substitute is similar to the 
Senate provision with a technical amend
ment. 

DANTE B. FASCELL, 
DAN MICA, 
PETER H. KOSTMAYER, 
LAWRENCE J. SMITH, 
TED WEISS, 
BUDDY MACKAY, 
ToM LANTos, 
BILL BROOMFIELD, 
OLYMPIA SNOWE, 
BENJAMIN A. GILMAN, 
CONNIE MACK, 
JoHN McCAIN, 

Managers on the Part of the House. 
RICHARD G. LUGAR, 
JESSE HELMs, 
CHARLES McC. MATHIAs, 

JR., 
CLAIBORNE PELL, 
J.R. BIDEN, Jr., 

For the portion dealing with Iran claims 
legislation: 

DANIEL J. EVANS, 
Managers on the Part of the Senate. 

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED 
By unanimous consent, permission 

to address the House, following the 
legislative program and any special 
orders heretofore entered, was granted 
to: 

<The following Members <at the re
quest of Mr. BARTLETT) to revise and 
extend their remarks and include ex
traneous material:> 

Mr. DANNEMEYER, for 60 minutes, 
today. 

Mr. DANNEMEYER, for 60 minutes, 
July31. 

Mr. PuRSELL, for 5 minutes, July 31. 
Mr. LIGHTFOOT, for 5 minutes, July 

31. 
<The following Members <at the re

quest of Mr. HoYER) to revise and 
extend their remarks and include ex
traneous material:) 

1. 

Mr. FASCELL, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. BoucHER, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. PEPPER, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. ANNuNzio, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. DYMALLY, for 30 minutes, today. 
Mr. CoNYERS, for 5 minutes, July 31. 
Mr. CoNYERS, for 5 minutes, August 

Mr. LIPINSKI, for 5 minutes, July 31. 
Mr. GAYDos, for 60 minutes, July 31. 
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Mr. DYMALLY, for 60 minutes, July 

31. 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
By unanimous consent, permission 

to revise and extend remarks was 
granted to: 

Mr. DAUB, prior to the vote on H .R. 
3036 in the Committee of the Whole, 
today. 

Mr. LowERY of California, prior to 
the vote on the Frenzel amendment to 
H.R. 3036, Treasury, Postal Service, 
and General Government appropria
tions, 1986, in the Committee of the 
Whole, today. 

Mr. LowERY of California, during 
general debate on H.R. 3067, District 
of Columbia appropriations, 1986, in 
the Committee of the Whole, today. 

<The following Members <at the re
quest of Mr. BARTLETT) and to include 
extraneous matter:) 

Mr. GOODLING. 
Mr. SHUSTER. 
Ms. SNOWE. 
Mr. KRAMER. 
Mr. RunD. 
Mr. FRANKLIN. 
Mr. LuJAN. 
Mr. GILMAN in three instances. 
Mr. COBEY. 
Mr. GRADISON. 
Mr. CARNEY. 
Mr. LAGOMARSINO in four instances. 
Mrs. RouKEMA. 
Mr. ZSCHAU. 
Mr. DANNEMEYER. 
Mr. CAMPBELL. 
Mr. HORTON. 
Mr. McEWEN. 
Mr. HENRY. 
Mr. JEFFORDS. 
<The following Members <at the re

quest of Mr. HoYER) and to include ex
traneous matter:) 

Mr. LEHMAN of Florida. 
Mr. SISISKY. 
Mr. WALGREN. 
Mr. SoLARZ. 
Mr. SCHUMER. 
Mr. BoucHER. 
Mr. MARKEY. 
Mr. DOWNEY of New York. 
Mr. WOLPE. 
Mr. RODINO. 
Mr. EDGAR. 
Mr. KoLTER. 
Mr. KosTMA YER. 
Mr. DINGELL in two instances. 
Mr. RANGEL. 
Mr. FEIGHAN. 
Mr. BERMAN. 
Mr. HALL of Ohio. 
Mr. MILLER of California. 
Ms. OAKAR. 
Mr. HUBBARD. 
Mr. PEPPER. 
Mr. LoWRY of Washington. 
Mr. DELUGO. 
Mr. BONIOR of Michigan. 
Mr. SHELBY. 
Mr. ROYBAL. 
Mr. FusTER. 

Mr. APPLEGATE. 
Mr. FLORIO. 
Mr. GARCIA in two instances. 
Mr. FAUNTROY. 
Mr. LANTOS. 
Mr. EcKART of Ohio. 

ENROLLED JOINT RESOLUTION 
SIGNED 

Mr. ANNUNZIO, from the commit
tee on House Administration, reported 
that that committee had examined 
and found truly enrolled a joint reso
lution of the House of the following 
title, which was thereupon signed by 
the Speaker: 

H.J. Res. 164. Joint resolution to designate 
August 4, 1985, as "Freedom of the Press 
Day." 

SENATE ENROLLED JOINT 
RESOLUTIONS 

The SPEAKER announced his sig
nature to enrolled joint resolutions of 
the Senate of the following title: 

S.J. Res. 108. Joint resolution authorizing 
the Secretary of Defense to provide to the 
Soviet Union, on a reimbursable basis, 
equipment and services necessary for an im
proved United States/Soviet Direct Commu
nication Link for crisis control, and 

S.J. Res. 161. Joint resolution to appeal 
for the release of Soviet Jewry. 

ADJOURNMENT 
Mr. KINDNESS. Mr. Speaker, I 

move that the House do now adjourn. 
The motion was agreed to; accord

ingly <at 10 o'clock and 37 minutes 
p.m.), under its previous order, the 
House adjourned until Wednesday, 
July 31, 1985, at 11 a.m. 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, execu
tive communications were taken from 
the Speaker's table and referred as fol
lows: 

1787. A letter from the Secretary of Edu
cation, transmitting waivers of requirements 
of section 312(2)(A><H> or 322<a><2><A><ii> of 
the HEA, pursuant to HEA, section 
342<a><2> <94 Stat. 1398>; to the Committee 
on Education and Labor. 

1788. A letter from the Director of Legis
lative Affairs, Agency for International De
velopment, trasmitting justification of an 
increase in the funding level for the pro
posed fiscal year 1985 program in Mali, pur
suant to 22 U.S.C. 2413<b>; to the Commit
tee on Foreign Affairs. 

1789. A letter from the Director of Legis
lative Affairs, Agency for International De
velopment, transmitting justification of the 
increase in the funding level for the pro
posed fiscal year 1985 program in Liberia, 
pursuant to 22 U.S.C. 2413<b>; to the Com
mittee on Foreign Affairs. 

1790. A letter from the Chairman, Japan
United States Friendship Commission, 
transmitting the eighth annual report of ac
tivities and recommendations, pursuant to 
Public Law 94-118, section 5Cb>; to the Com
mittee on Foreign Affairs. 

1791. A letter from the Administrator, 
General Services Administration, transmit
ting a summary of excess property disposal 
reports, pursuant to the act of June 30, 
1949, chapter 268, section 202<e> <90 Stat. 
2455>; to the Committee on Government 
Operations. 

1792. A letter from the Deputy Assistant 
Secretary of Defense, transmitting three 
new reports on systems of records submitted 
by the Department of the Navy, pursuant to 
5 U.S.C. 552a<o>; to the Committee on Gov
ernment Operations. 

1793. A letter from the Administrator, 
Veterans' Administration, transmitting 
notice of a Veterans' Administration match
ing program, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 552a<o>; 
to the Committee on Veterans' Affairs. 

1794. A letter from the Chairwomen, U.S. 
International Trade Commission, transmit
ting the 36th report of the U.S. Internation
al Trade Commission on the operation of 
the trade agreements program during 1984, 
pursuant to Public Law 93-618, section 
163Cb>; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON 
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLU
TIONS 

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports 
of committees were delivered to the 
Clerk for printing and reference to the 
proper calendar, as follows: 

Mr. FROST: Committee on Rules. House 
Resolution 240. Resolution waiving certain 
parts of order against H.R. 3011, a bill 
making appropriations for the Department 
of the Interior and related agencies for the 
fiscal year ending September 30, 1986, and 
for other purposes CRept. 99-238>. Referred 
to the House Calendar. 

Mr. WHEAT: Committee on Rules. House 
Resolution 241. Resolution providing for the 
consideration of H.R. 3008, a bill to promote 
equitable pay practices and to eliminate dis
crimination within the Federal civil service 
CRept. 99-239>. Referred to the House Cal
endar. 

Mr. MICA: Committee of conference. Con
ference report on H.R. 2068 CRept. No. 99-
240). Ordered to be printed. 

PUBLIC BILLS AND 
RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 5 of rule X and clause 
4 of rule XXII, public bills and resolu
tions were introduced and severally re
ferred as follows: 

By Mr. JEFFORDS <for himself, Mrs. 
RoUKEMA, Mr. CHANDLER, Mr. 
OWENs, Mr. PETRI, Mr. DYMALLY, 
and Mr. TAUKE): 

H.R. 3098. A bill to amend the Employee 
Retirement Income Security Act of 1974 
and the Internal Revenue Code of 1954 to 
improve the efficiency and adequacy of the 
current retirement income system <consist
ing of employer and individual retirement 
plans> in carrying out its supplemental role 
to Social Security in providing benefits 
upon death, disability, and retirement byes
tablishing retirement universal security ar
rangements which will expand pension cov
erage, provide for a form of pension porta
bility, and preserve pension asset accumula
tions for payment in retirement income 
form, and for other purposes; jointly, to the 
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Committees on Education and Labor, and 
Ways and Means. 

By Mr. MA VROULES: 
H.R. 3099. A bill to amend the Communi

cations Act of 1934 to expand the availabil
ity of hearing-aid compatible telephones; to 
the Committee on Energy and Commerce. 

By Mr. MARKEY (for himself, Mr. 
MAVROULES, Mr. McKINNEY, Mrs. 
ScHNEIDER, Mr. AnDABBO, Mr. ST 
GERMAIN, Mr. EDGAR, Mrs. BURTON of 
California, Mr. YATES, Mr. HAYEs, 
Mr. RoYBAL, Mr. LELAND, Mr. FRANK, 
Mr. OBERSTAR, Mr. KAsTENMEIER, Mr. 
OWENS, Mr. BOLAND, Mr. MILLER of 
California, Mr. DIXON, Mr. LEHMAN 
of Florida, Mr. MARTINEZ, Mr. 
WHEAT, Mr. STUDDS, Mr. TowNs, Mr. 
MoAKLEY, Mr. FORD of Michigan, Mr. 
MRAZEK, Mr. ToRRES, Mr. RAHALL, 
Mrs. KENNELLY, Mr. KOSTMAYER, Mr. 
DOWNEY of New York, Mrs. BOXER, 
Mr. EVANS of Illinois, Mr. SAVAGE, 
Mr. FAUNTROY, Mr. MORRISON of 
Connecticut, Mr. ATKINS, Mr. 
WEAVER, Mr. KrLDEE, Mr. ScHUMER, 
Mr. DELLU~S, Mr. WEISS, Mr. MITCH
ELL, Mr. EDWARDS of California, Mr. 
BATES, Mr. DURBIN, Mr. TORRICELLI, 
Mr. RoDINO, Mr. ScHEUER, Mr. FEI
GHAN, Mr. AuCoiN, Mr. VENTO, Mr. 
PANETTA, Mr. LEHMAN of California, 
Mr. GEJDENSON, Mr. MINETA, Mr. 
BROWN of California, Mr. SABO, Mr. 
McHuGH, Mr. MATSUI, Mr. AcKER
MAN, Mr. LEviNE of California, Mr. 
JACOBS, Mr. SIKORSKI, Mr. CARR, Mr. 
CLAY, Mr. UDALL, Mrs. CoLLINS, Ms. 
KAPTUR, Mr. HOWARD, Mr. LAFALCE, 
Mr. BARNES, Mr. CoNYERS, Mr. WIL
u~s. Mr. BRUCE, Mr. CROCKETT, Mr. 
WALGREN, Mr. GARCIA, Mr. Bosco, 
Mr. BIAGGI, Mr. LoWRY of Washing
ton, Mr. BONIOR of Michigan, Mr. 
ROSTENKOWSKI, Mr. RANGEL, Mr. 
MANTON, Mr. Russo, Mr. LANTos, Mr. 
MooDY, Mr. WAXMAN, Mr. WmTH, 
and Mr. FoRD of Tennessee>: 

H.R. 3100. A bill to provide for a compre
hensive bilateral and verifiable freeze be
tween the United States and the Soviet 
Union on the testing, production, and de
ployment of nuclear weapons systems; joint
ly, to the Committees on Foreign Affairs, 
Rules, and Armed Services. 

By Mr. WAXMAN: 
H.R. 3101. A bill to amend titles XVIII 

and XIX of the Social Security Act to pro
vide for budget reconciliation, and improve
ments, with respect to the medicare and 
medicaid programs; divided and referred as 
follows: section 1 and titles I and II to the 
Committee on Energy and Commerce; sec
tion 1 and title I to the Committee on Ways 
and Means. 

By Mr. BOUCHER: 
H.R. 3102. A bill to strengthen the techno

logical literacy of the Nation through dem
onstration programs of technology educa
tion; to the Committee on Education and 
Labor. 

By Mr. BROOKS: 
H.R. 3103. A bill to amend title II of the 

Social Security Act to require that all cov
ered workers be informed annually of their 
contributions and potential benefit rights 
(based on their then current wage records>; 
to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. BURTON of Indiana <by re
quest>: 

H.R. 3104. A bill to amend the joint reso
lution of June 22, 1942, to provide for the 
reading of a Tribute to the Flag before the 
Pledge of Allegiance; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

By Mr. EDGAR: 
H.R. 3105. A bill to provide for the estab

lishment of a bipartisan commission to 
study and make recommendations concern
ing changes in the Medicare Program to 
assure its short-term and long-term finan
cial solvency and the appropriateness of its 
benefit structure; jointly, to the Committees 
on Ways and Means, and Energy and Com
merce. 

By Mr. FISH: 
H.R. 3106. A bill to amend title 9 of the 

United States Code regarding arbitral 
awards; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. JENKINS: 
H.R. 3107. A bill to amend the Internal 

Revenue Code of 1954 to ~xempt from tax 
earnings on certain investment accounts for 
savers and investors; to the Co}IUilittee on 
Ways and Means. 

By Mr. KASTENMEIER <for himself, 
and Mr. BOUCHER); 

H.R. 3108. A bill to amend title 17, United 
States Code, to clarify the definition of the 
local service area of a primary transmitter 
in the case of a low power television station; 
to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. KRAMER: 
H.R. 3109. A bill to amend title 18, United 

States Code, to provide life imprisonment 
wihtout parole for certain offenses relating 
to the sexual exploitation of children; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. LEHMAN of California <for 
himself, Mr. MATSUI, Mr. COELHO, 
Mr. PASHAYAN, and Mr. KLECZKA): 

H.R. 3110. A bill to amend the Social Se
curity Act to provide for a demonstration of 
the extent to which eliininating the 100-
hour rule under the AFDC-U Program, and 
requiring parents under such program to 
accept any reasonable job offers while pre
serving the eligibility of their fainilies, 
would effectively encourage such parents to 
enter the permanent work force and there
by significantly reduce program costs; to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

ByMr.LOTT: 
H.R. 3111. A bill to reestablish the Gulf 

Islands National Seashore Advisory Com
mission; to the Committee on Interior and 
Insular Affairs. 

By Mr. LUJAN: 
H.R. 3112. A bill to amend title 35 of the 

United States Code, and the National Aero
nautics and Space Act of 1958, to provide 
that any person who makes an invention in 
the course of activities in outer space shall 
retain all patent rights to such invention; 
jointly, to the Committees on the Judiciary, 
and Science and Technology. 

By Mr. MILLER of California <for 
himself, Mr. CoELHO, and Mr. 
LEHMAN of California>: 

.H.R. 3113. A bill providing for the Coordi
nated Operation of the Central Valley 
Project and the State Water Project in Cali
fornia; to the Committee on Interior and In
sular Affairs. 

By Mr. MILLER of California <for 
himself, Mr. RANGEL, and Mr. 
OWENs): 

H.R. 3114. A bill to provide a comprehen
sive legislative program for children, adoles
cents, and fainilies, and for other purposes; 
jointly, to the Committees on Ways and 
Means, Energy and Commerce, Education 
and Labor, and Agriculture. 

By Mr. MONTGOMERY: 
H.R. 3115. A bill to provide that the pro

gram of education for which assistance may 
be made available under chapter 106 of title 
10, United States Code, is the same as that 
for which assistance may be made available 

under chapter 30 of title 38, United States 
Code; to the Committee on Armed Services. 

By Mr. OBERST AR (for himself, Mr. 
VANDER JAGT, Mr. SEIBERLING, and 
Mr. MURTHA): 

H.R. 3116. A bill to amend the Act of April 
9, 1924 authorizing the construction, recon
struction, and improvement of roads and 
trails in units of the National Park System, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee 
on Public Works and Transportation. 

By Mr. PASHAYAN <for himself, and 
Mr. THOMAS of California): 

H.R. 3117. A bill to amend section 131 of 
the Highway Beautification Act of 1965, as 
amended; to the Committee on Public 
Works and Transportation. 

By Mr. PEPPER: 
H.R. 3118. A bill to amend the Federal 

Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act to limit the 
compensation of investigators who use med
ical devices under an exemption for investi
gational use; to the Committee on Energy 
and Commerce. 

H.R. 3119. A bill to amend title XVIII of 
the Social Security Act to require an annual 
report from the Director of the Congres
sional Office of Technology Assessment on 
changes in payment amounts for certain 
surgical transplantation procedures; jointly 
to the Committees on Ways and Means, and 
Energy and Commerce. 

By Mr. RINALDO <for himself, Mr. 
ROYBAL, Mr. BIAGGI, Mr. McCAIN, 
Ms. SNOWE, Mr. VENTO, Mr. SAXTON, 
and Mr. MANTON): 

H.R. 3120. A bill to establish in the De
partment of Justice the National Resource 
Office Relating to Crimes Against Older In
dividuals; to the Committee on the Judici
ary. 

By Mr. ROYBAL: 
H.R. 3121. A bill to provide for a moratori

um on certain retirement plan reversions, 
and for other purposes; jointly, to the Com
mittees on Education and Labor, and Ways 
and Means. 

By Mr. SEIBERLING: 
H.R. 3122. A bill to amend the Internal 

Revenue Code of 1954 with respect to the 
amount of interest payable on underpay
ments where individuals not timely notified 
of result of audit; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

By Mr. SOLOMON: 
H.R. 3123. A bill to restrict the adminis

tration and use of polygraph examinations 
with respect to employers involved in inter
state commerce and to protect the privacy 
rights of employees and prospective employ
ees of such employers; to the Committee on 
Education and Labor. 

By Mr. ZSCHAU: 
H.R. 3124. A bill to amend the Internal 

Revenue Code of 1954 with respect to the 
treatment of computer software royalties 
for purposes of the personal holding compa
ny provisions; to the Committee on Ways 
and Means. 

By Mr. CAMPBELL: 
H.J. Res. 362. Joint resolution to designate 

the week of September 23, 1985, through 
September 29, 1985, as "National Historical
ly Black Colleges Week"; to the Committee 
on Post Office and Civil Service. 

By Mrs. KENNELLY (for herself and 
Mr. GILMAN): 

H.J. Res. 363. Joint resolution to express 
the sense of the Congress with respect to 
the failure of the Soviet Union to comply 
with section 7 of the Helsinki accords; to 
the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 
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By Mr. LOTT: 

H.J. Res. 364. Joint resolution to author
ize and request the President to proclaim 
March 21, 1986, as "National Taste and 
Smell Disease Awareness Day"; to the Com
mittee on Post Office and Civil Service. 

By Mr. DELLUMS: 
H. Res. 242. Resolution urging the Post

master General to issue a commemorative 
stamp in honor of Malcolm X; to the Com
mittee on Post Office and Civil Service. 

By Mr. HEFTEL of Hawaii: 
H . Res. 243. Resolution expressing the 

sense of the House of Representatives to 
preserve the 25-percent investment credit 
for the rehabilitation of certified historic 
buildings; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. RINALDO: 
H. Res. 244. Resolution expressing the 

House of Representatives' opposition to an 
imposition of an import fee on crude oil and 
refined products; to the Committee on Ways 
and Means. 

MEMORIALS 
Under clause 4 of rule XXII, 
233. The SPEAKER presented a memorial 

of the Legislature of the State of California, 
relative to Ida Nudel; to the Committee on 
Foreign Affairs. 

PRIVATE BILLS AND 
RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, 
Mr. DOWNEY of New York introduced a 

bill <H.R. 3125) for the relief of Anthony 
Casamento; to the Committee on the Judici
ary. 

ADDITIONAL SPONSORS 
Under clause 4 of rule XXII, spon

sors were added to public bills and res
olutions as follows: 

H.R. 2: Mr. CARPER, Mr. VALENTINE, and 
Mr. WEAVER. 

H.R. 479: Mr. GALLO. 
H.R. 481: Mr. BADHAM. 
H.R. 598: Mr. RITTER, Mr. TRAFICANT, and 

Mr. BIAGGI. 
H.R. 602: Mr. SHUMWAY. 
H.R. 704: Mr. CLINGER and Mr. BROWN of 

Colorado. 
H.R. 797: Mr. CHANDLER, Mr. BRUCE, Mr. 

NIELSON of Utah, Mr. SENSENBRENNER, Mr. 
EDWARDS of Oklahoma, Mr. ToWNs, and Ms. 
SNOWE. 

H.R. 846: Mr. MORRISON of Washington. 
H.R. 864: Mr. GAYDOS, Mr. KOLTER, and 

Mr. DASCHLE. 
H.R. 894: Mr. BLAZ. 
H.R. 933: Mr. HAYES. 
H.R. 1059: Mr. CAMPBELL and Mr. JEF

FORDS. 
H.R. 1188: Mr. HILLIS, Mr. ScHAEFER, Mr. 

VoLKMER, Mr. STRANG, Mr. DORNAN of Cali
fornia, Mr. FRANKLIN, Mrs. MARTIN of Illi
nois, Mr. GROTBERG, Mr. MOLLOHAN, Mr. 
MADIGAN, Mr. HOPKINS, Ms. MIKULSKI, Mr. 
EvANs of Iowa, Mr. WISE, Mr. SoLARZ, and 
Mr. SWINDALL. 

H.R. 1262: Mr. BADHAM. 
H.R. 1268: Mr. BILIRAKIS and Mr. ROYBAL. 
H.R. 1294: Mr. YATRON and Mr. MRAZEK. 
H.R. 1295: Mr. AKAKA, Mr. RosE, and Mr. 

GEJDENSON. 
H.R. 1316: Mr. MORRISON of Washington. 
H.R. 1318: Mr. BADHAM. 
H.R. 1324: Mr. BADHAM. 

H.R. 1550: Mr. NEAL and Mr. RUDD. 
H.R. 1615: Mr. SLATTERY, Mr. WHITTAKER, 

and Mr. SHARP. 
H.R. 1875: Mr. FIELDS, Mr. ToRRICELLI, 

Mr. HOWARD, Mr. ADDABBO, Mr. TRAxLER, 
Mr. SHUSTER and Mr. JEFFORDS. 

H.R. 1877: Mr. RosE, Mr. BROWN of Cali
fornia, Mr. MINETA, Mrs. ScHNEIDER, Mr. 
FISH, Mr. ATKINS, and Ms. MIKULSKI. 

H.R. 1893: Mr. COBLE. 
H.R. 1911: Mr. EcKERT of New York, Mr. 

RAY, and Mr. BADHAM. 
H.R. 1950: Mrs. MARTIN of Illinois, Mrs. 

BENTLEY, Mr. RICHARDSON, Mr. CROCKETT, 
Mr. OBERSTAR, Mr. ANTHONY, and Mr. 
BEVILL. 

H.R. 2001: Mr. HENDON, Mr. LEWIS of Flor
ida, Mr. FoRD of Michigan, Mr. STRANG, Mr. 
COBEY, Mr. CLAY, Mr. ASPIN, Mr. WIRTH, 
Mr. LUKEN, Mr. DUNCAN, Mr. THOMAS of 
Georgia, Mr. FoGLIETTA, and Mr. WisE. 

H.R. 2032: Mr. BILIRAKIS and Mr. MARKEY. 
H.R. 2080: Mr. BoRSKI, Mr. CARPER, Ms. 

MIKULSKI, Mr. McKINNEY, Mr. REGULA, Mr. 
SuNIA, Mr. WoRTLEY, Mr. DEWINE, and Mr. 
MILLER of California. 

H.R. 2119: Mr. COUGHLIN. 
H.R. 2172: Mr. YoUNG of Missouri, Mr. 

RALPH M. HALL, and Mr. HENRY. 
H.R. 2210: Mr. McCAIN. 
H.R. 2337: Mr. SHUMWAY, Mr. BOUCHER, 

and Mr. DANIEL. 
H.R. 2354: Mr. HUBBARD, Mr. WILSON, and 

Ms. MIKULSKI. 
H.R. 2495: Mr. RoBINSON. 
H.R. 2543: Mr. RITTER, Mr. DORGAN of 

North Dakota, Ms. SNOWE, Mr. FEIGHAN, 
and Mr. LELAND. 

H.R. 2620: Mr. WORTLEY and Mr. JEF
FORDS. 

H.R. 2626: Mr. EDWARDS of Oklahoma, 
Mrs. MARTIN of Illinois, Mrs. BENTLEY, and 
Mr. BADHAM. 

H.R. 2685: Mr. CONYERS. 
H.R. 2809: Mr. MURPHY, Mr. KOLTER, Mr. 

PoRTER, Mr. PERKINS, Mr. RAHALL, Mr. VIs
cLOSKY, Mrs. BENTLEY, Mr. ToWNs, Mr. 
BEVILL, Mr. CAMPBELL, and Mr. DUNCAN. 

H.R. 2814: Mr. KOLTER, Mr. BURTON of In
diana, and Mr. NIELSON of Utah. 

H.R. 2834: Mr. WORTLEY, Mr. SHUMWAY, 
Mr. HENRY, Mr. LAGOMARSINO, Mr. PANETTA, 
Mr. FAZIO, Mr. GILMAN, and Mr. SOLOMON. 

H.R. 2866: Mr. BEDELL. 
H.R. 2904: Mr. BUSTAMANTE, Mr. PERKINs, 

Mr. RoGERS, Mr. SPRATT, and Mr. VENTo. 
H.R. 2907: Mr. FoRD of Tennessee, Ms. 

KA.PTUR, Mr. HAYES, Mr. DowNEY of New 
York, Mr. MITCHELL, Mr. ROYER, Ms. MI
KULSKI, Mr. MARTINEZ, Mr. CONYERS, and 
Mr. WHEAT. 

H.R. 2922: Mr. RUDD. 
H.R. 2936: Mr. BEDELL and Mr. RUDD. 
H.R. 2950: Mrs. RoUKEMA, Mrs. SCHROE

DER, Mr. 0BERSTAR, Ms. KAPTuR, Mr. TORRI
CELLI, Mr.AKAKA,Mr. TRAFICANT,Mr.FROST, 
Mr. WEISS, Mr. STUDDS, Mr. HANSEN, Mrs. 
BOXER, Mr. EVANS of lllinois, Mr. SEIBER
LING, Mr. STALLINGS, Mr. VENTO, Mr. SHUM
WAY, Mr. ORTIZ, Mr. BERMAN, Mr. ATKINS, 
Mr. WOLPE, Mr. CONYERS, Mr. SHAW, and 
Mr. STARK. 

H.R. 2953: Mr. BUSTAMANTE, Mr. CLAY, Mr. 
MITCHELL, and Mr. CONYERS. 

H.R. 2955: Mr. BONIOR of Michigan, Mr. 
FAZIO, Mr. MORRISON of Connecticut, and 
Mr. MITCHELL. 

H.R. 2969: Mr. MRAZEK. 
H.J. Res. 1: Mr. KANJORSKI, Mr. MAcK, Mr. 

YATES, Mr. HoRTON, Mr. WORTLEY, Mr. 
FuSTER, Mr. ANNUNZIO, Mr. KILDEE, Mr. 
LANTos, Mr. RoE, Mr. DYSON, Mr. WEiss, 
Mr. MOORE, Mr. HAWKINS, Mr. DICKS, Mr. 
DWYER of New Jersey, Mr. AKAKA, Mr. 

KINDNESS, Mr. KASTENMEIER, Mr. KLECZKA, 
Mr. RoTH, Mr. REGULA, Mrs. BURTON of Cali
fornia, Mr. BoRSKI, Mr. GRADISON, Mr. 
GALLo, Mrs. MEYERs of Kansas, Mr. OBER
STAR, Mr. STANGELAND, Mr. ADDABBO, Mr. 
FASCELL, Mr. MANTON, Mr. DELLUMS, Mr. 
BoLAND, Mr. FoGLIETTA, Mr. CoNTE, Ms. 
OAKAR, Ms. SNOWE, Mr. VoLKMER, Mr. 
YoUNG of Missouri, Mr. THoMAS of Georgia, 
Mr. MICHEL, Mr. HENDON, Mr. STARK, Mr. 
YATRON, Mr. ScHULZE, Mr. GEJDENSON, Mr. 
BONER of Tennessee, Mr. SMITH of Iowa, Mr. 
CHAPPELL, Mr. JONES of Oklahoma, Mr. LA
GOMARSINO, Mr. FAZIO, Ms. KAPTUR, Mr. 
WILSON, and Mr. SAVAGE. 

H.J. Res. 47: Mr. ADDABBO. 
H.J. Res. 79: Ms. SNOWE, Mr. BROYHILL, 

Mr. HENDON, and Mr. MILLER of California. 
H.J. Res. 90: Mr. AKAKA, Mr. ANDREWS, 

Mr. ANTHONY, Mr. BERMAN, Mrs. BOXER, Mr. 
BRYANT, Mr. CARPER, Mr. CHAPPELL, Mr. 
GEJDENSON, Mr. REID, Mr. WIRTH, Mr. 
HAYES, Mr. HUTTo, Ms. KAPTuR, Mr. LELAND, 
Mr. MARKEY, Mr. MATSUI, Mr. MoAKLEY, Mr. 
MRAZEK, Mr. OBERSTAR, Mr. TRAFICANT, Mr. 
WHITEHURST, Mr. FRANK, Mr. DYMALLY, Mr. 
GRAY of Pennsylvania Mr. HALL of Ohio, 
Ms. FIEDLER, Mr. FEIGHAN, Mr. FAZIO, Mr. 
FAUNTROY, Mr. DAVIS, Mr. EARLY, Mrs. 
HOLT, Mr. STARK, Mr. RICHARDSON, Mr. ToR
RICELI, Mr. VOLKMER, Mr. WEISS, Mr. PANET
TA, Mr. PETRI, Mr. SHARP, Mr. SABO, Mr. 
WHEAT, Mr. LANTOS, Mr. PEPPER, Mr. WHIT
TEN, and Mr. GARCIA. 

H.J. Res. 222: Mr. BORSKI. 
H.J. Res. 229: Mr. IRELAND, Mr. DOWDY of 

Mississippi, Mr. GILMAN, Mr. THOMAS of 
Georgia, Mr. WIRTH, Mr. WisE, Mr. KILDEE, 
Mr. SHAW, and Mr. OLIN. 

H.J. Res. 271: Mr. SABo, Mr. SHELBY, Ms. 
KAPTUR, Mr. JoNES of Tennessee, Mr. NIEL
SON, of Utah, Mrs. BENTLEY, Mr. LELAND, Mr. 
PASHAYAN, Mr. McCAIN, Mr. LIVINGSTON, Mr. 
MoLLOHAN, Mr. CHAPPELL, Mr. GREGG, and 
Mr. VOLKMER. 

H.J. Res. 288: Mr. O'BRIEN, Mr. CHAPPELL, 
Mr. YOUNG of Alaska, Mr. KINDNESS, Mr. 
FLIPPO, Mr. BROYHILL, Mr. ADDABBO, Mr. 
WoLPE, Mr. LEAcH of Iowa, Mr. GEJDENSON, 
Mr. FusTER, Mr. SUNIA, Mrs. BYRON, Mr. 
DANNEMEYER, Mr. CLAY, Mr. McKERNAN, Mr. 
WYDEN, Mr. TOWNS, Mr. WHITTEN, Mr. 
STENHOLM, Mr. CARPER, Mr. FRENZEL, Mr. LA
GOMARSINO, Mr. MOORE, Mr. HENRY, Mr. 
MoAKLEY, Mr. BARNARD, Mr. MOLINARI, Mr. 
COATS, Mr. DE LA GARZA, Mr. EMERSON, Mr. 
AcKERMAN, Mr. SKELTON, Mr. WIRTH, Mr. 
GILMAN, Mr. GREGG, Mr. RALPH M. HALL, Mr. 
GALLO, Mr. CoYNE, Mr. COELHO, Mr. DWYER 
of New Jersey, Mr. VENTO, Mr. CONTE, Mr. 
KOLTER, Mr. KOSTMAYER, Mr. KASTENMEIER, 
Mr. BROWN of California, Mr. GINGRICH, Mr. 
FEIGHAN, Mrs. HOLT, Mr. STOKES, Mrs. 
BURTON of California, Mr. FoLEY, Mr. CoN
YERS, Mr. SAXTON, M>:. MoLLOHAN, Mr. NEAL, 
Mr. OLIN, Mr. ROBERTS, Mr. RAHALL, Mr. 
McKINNEY, Mr. STRATTON, Mr. NATCHER, Mr. 
BROOKS, Mr. HALL of Ohio, Mr. KILDEE, Mr. 
LUNDINE, Mr. KEMP, Mr. YATES, Mr. 
McHuGH, Mr. RINALDO, Mr. EDWARDS of 
Oklahoma, Mr. DANIEL, Mr. WALGREN, Mr. 
MooDY, Mr. DYMALLY, Mr. LANTos, Mr. 
RosE, Mrs. CoLLINS, Mr. DELLUMs, Mr. 
LEviN of Michigan, Mr. HAYES, Mr. FOGLI
ETTA, Mr. WHITLEY, Mr. YOUNG of Missouri, 
Mr. McGRATH, Mr. GRAY of Pennsylvania, 
Mr. MoNTGOMERY, Mr. TRAFICANT, Mr. VAL
ENTINE, Mr. DERRICK, Mrs. MEYERS of 
Kansas, Mr. McCLosKEY, Mr. GREEN, Mr. 
SHUMWAY, Mr. CHANDLER, Mr. CooPER, Mr. 
SHARP, Mr. REm, Mr. LIGHTFOOT, Mr. 
STUDDS, Mr. FAUNTROY, Mr. DIOGUARDI, Mr. 
SUNDQUIST, and Mr. STANGELAND. 
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H.J. Res. 292: Mr. MURPHY, Mr. RoE, Mr. 

HUGHES, Mr. WEISS, Mrs. HOLT, Mr. 
WAXMAN, Mr. FISH, Mr. LANTOS, Mr. CALLA
HAN, Mr. CAMPBELL, Mr. HEFNER, and Mr. 
SHAW. 

H.J. Res. 296: Mr. McCOLLUM, Mr. SMITH 
of Florida, Mr. WHEAT, Mr. BATES, Mr. OLIN, 
Mr. SPENCE, Mr. APPLEGATE, and Mr. HucHEs. 

H.J. Res. 327: Mr. WoRTLEY, Mr. HENRY, 
Mr. CARPER, Mr. GoRDoN, Mr. HoRTON, and 
Mr. GuARINI. 

H.J. Res. 329: Mr. ADDABBO, Mr. ANNUNZIO, 
Mrs. BENTLEY, Mr. BERMAN, Mr. BIAGGI, Mrs. 
BOXER, Mr. BRYANT, Mr. CARNEY, Mr. CHAP
PIE, Mr. CLAY, Mrs. COLLINS, Mr. COUGHLIN, 
Mr. CROCKETT, Mr. DANIEL, Mr. DARDEN, Mr. 
DASCHLE, Mr. DAUB, Mr. DE LUGO, Mr. 
DWYER of New Jersey, Mr. EARLY, Mr. EM
ERSON, Mr. FAZIO, Mr. FEIGHAN, Mr. FISH, 
Mr. FLORIO, Mr. FoGLIETTA, Mr. HEFTEL of 
Hawaii, Mrs. HOLT, Mr. HORTON, Mr. HOYER, 
Mr. HuGHES, Mr. HYDE, Mr. JACOBS, Mr. 
JONES of North Carolina, Mr. LAGOMARSINO, 
Mr. LEWIS of California, Mr. LIVINGSTON, 
Mr. McGRATH, Mr. MARTIN of New York, 
Mr. MINETA, Mr. MORRISON of Connecticut, 
Mr. MURPHY, Mr. O'BRIEN, Mr. OWENs, Mr. 
PoRTER, Mr. RANGEL, Mr. RoE, Mr. RosE, Mr. 
ScHEUER, Mr. SHUMWAY, Mr. SMITH of New 
Jersey, Mr. SMITH of Florida, Mr. SoLARZ, 
Mr. STOKES, Mr. SUNIA, Mr. VANDER JAGT, 
Mr. WAXMAN, Mr. WEISS, Mr. WoLF, Mr. 
WORTLEY, Mr. YATES, and Mr. YOUNG of 
Florida. 

H.J. Res. 340: Mrs. KENNELLY. 
H.J. Res. 346: Mr. GALLo, Mr. LAGOMAR

SINO, Mr. DAUB, Mr. BURTON, of Indiana, Mr. 
BIAGGI, Mr. BARTON of Texas, Mrs. BENTLEY, 
Mr. SWINDALL, Mr. SMITH of New Jersey, 
Ms. MIKULSKI, and Mr. MONSON. 

H. Con. Res. 15: Mr. MANTON. 
H. Con. Res. 69: Mr. DREIER of California. 
H. Con. Res. 74: Mr. BROWN of Colorado 

and Mr. BADHAM. 
H. Con. Res. 156: Mr. EDWARDS of Oklaho

ma, Mr. WAXMAN, Mr. WEBER, Mr. BuRTON 
of Indiana, Mr. LAGOMARSINO, Mr. RITTER, 
and Mr. MONSON. 

H. Res. 60: Mr. McCANDLEss. 
H. Res. 107: Mr. SEIBERLING. 
H. Res. 134: Mr. SWEENEY. 
H. Res. 188: Mr. BEDELL, Mr. HUGHES, Ms. 

MIKULSKI, Mr. BEVILL, and Mr. MADIGAN. 
H. Res. 193: Mr. DUNCAN. 
H. Res. 210: Mr. McKINNEY, Mr. NEAL, Mr. 

WEISS, Mr. SCHEUER, Mr. HuGHES, Mr. GEJD
ENSON, Mr. OWENs, and Mr. STUDDS. 

PETITIONS, ETC. 

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, peti
tions and papers were laid on the 
Clerk's desk and referred as follows: 

182. By the SPEAKER: Petition of the 
county board of Rock Island County, IL, rel
ative to infrastructure; to the Committee on 
Public Works and Transportation. 

183. Also, petition of the Village of Glen
dale Heights, IL, relative to infrastructure; 
to the Committee on Public Works and 
Transportation. 

184. Also, petition of the Silver-Haired 
Legislature Association, New Bedford, MA, 
relative to veterans services; to the Commit
tee on Veterans' Affairs. 

AMENDMENTS 

Under clause 6 of rule XXIII, pro
posed amendments were submitted as 
follows: 

H.R. 3008 
By Mr. ARMEY: 

-After section 8, insert the following new 
section and redesignate succeeding sections 
and any references thereto accordingly: 
SEC. 9. SENSE OF CONGRESS. 

It is the sense of the Congress that-
(1) neither the results of the consultant's 

study nor any of the Commission's recom
mendations relating to such study should be 
considered to reflect the views of the Con
gress; and 

<2> in any judicial or administrative pro
ceeding in which any of the results or rec
ommendations referred to in paragraph ( 1 > 
are considered, the methodology and other 
factors relating to the manner in which 
those results and recommendations were ob
tained shall be taken into account. 
-In section 6<a>, insert "(1)" before "In 
order". 

Before section 6(b), insert the following: 
<2> For purposes of this Act, positions 

within an occupational category shall be 
consideed to be held predominately by mem
berts of one sex if individuals of that sex 
hold more than 50 percent of the occupied 
positions within such category. 
-In section 10(1), strike out "an objective," 
and insert in lieu theeof "a subjective,". 

In section 10(2), strike out "an objective" 
and insert in lieu thereof "a subjective". 
-In section 10(2)(B), strike out "and". 

In section 10(2), redesignate subparagraph 
<C> as subparagraph <D> and insert before 
such paragraph <D> (as so redisignated> the 
following: 

<C> factors relating to supply and demand; 
and 
-Before section 7<d>, insert following: 

(5) With respect to any occupation for 
which the Commission recommends an in
crease in the rate of basic pay, the Commis
sion shall include a statement as to-

<A> how the rate of pay recommended 
compares with the rate generally provided 
for that occupation in the private sector; 
and 

<B> whether it would be more practical for 
the Government to contract with private 
sources for the services performed by Feder
al empoyees in that occupation. 
-Section 5<a> and (b). 

Page 10, line 1. Delete "5" and insert "10". 
Page 10, line 9. Delete "a consultant" and 

insert "not less than three consultants". 
-Section 6<a>. 

Page 10, starting on line 17, delete "which 
either sex is numberically predominant, any 
race is disproportionately represented, or 
either ethnic group is disproportionately 
represented" and insert in lieu thereof "In
cluded within the scope of this study." 
-Section 9. 

Page 13, line 18, delete the period and 
insert the following: "if the Director certi
fies to Congress in writing that allocation of 
such funds will not adversely affect the abil
ity of the Office to effectively carry out its 
statutory mandate." 
-Section 8. 

Page 13, line 9, insert after the word 
"limit" a comma and the words "expand, or 
otherwise change." 
-Section 3(b), page 3: 

In subsection <b>O>. delete "the Comptrol
ler General of the United States" and insert 
instead "the Chairman of the Equal Em
ployment Opportunity Commisson". 
-Section 4(b), page 8: 

Under subsection (b), modify paragraph 
3<A>. lines 17 and 18, by deleting the words 
"relates to any matter under investigation 
by the Commission." and replacing those 

words with the {ollowing: "to which the 
Commission is entitled under subsection 
(b)(2)." 
-Section 7, page 12: 

In Section 7<b>, page 12, lines 9 through 
12, delete everything after "analyses" on 
line 9 and insert instead the following: 
"shall be reported to the Office of Person
nel Management for prompt investigation 
and, if necessary, appropriate remedial 
action." 
-Section 4, page 9: 

Add a new subsection <c> to Section 4, as 
follows: "(c) The Commission's authority is 
advisory only. Neither the Commission's 
study nor any other action by the Commis
sion or its consultant shall be considered to 
be a modification of federal personnel policy 
or practice without subsequent ratification 
by the Congress." 
-Section 3<b>, pages 3-4: 

In subsection (b)(4), change the number 
of members appointed by the Director of 
OPM to 9 from 4. Add as subparagraph <D> 
the following: "(D) 5 shall be individuals 
with federal personnel management experi
ence, of whom: one shall be designated by 
the Secretary of Defense; one shall be desig
nated by the Secretary of Health and 
Human Services; one shall be designated by 
the Secretary of the Treasury; one shall be 
designated by the Secretary of Agriculture; 
and, one shall be designated by the Secre
tary of Interior." 

By Mr. BURTON of Indiana: 
-Page 2, strike out line 25 and all that fol
lows thereafter through page 6, line 8, and 
insert in lieu thereof the following: 

(b) COMPOSITION.-The Commission shall 
be composed of 14 members, of whom-

< 1 > 7 shall be appointed by the President 
in consultation with the majority leader of 
the Senate and the minority leader of the 
House of Representatives; and 

<2> 7 shall be appointed by the President 
upon the joint recommendation of the 
Speaker of the House of Representatives 
and the minority leader of the Senate. 
To the extent practicable, appointments 
under this section shall be made with a view 
towards maintaining a fair balance in the 
interests represented and the functions to 
be performed by the Commission. 

(C) CONDITION FOR MEMBERSHIP.-(1) Mem
bers of the Commission shall not be officers 
or emp!oyees of the United States. 

<2> If any member of the Commission be
comes an officer or employee of the United 
States, that individual may continue as such 
a member for not longer than the 15-day 
period beginning on the date that such indi
vidual becomes such an officer or employee. 

(3) An individual on leave without pay 
from the Government shall not, for pur
poses of this subsection, be considered an of
ficer or employee of the United States. 

(d) COMPENSATION.-Members of the Com
mission shall receive no pay on account of 
their service on the Commission, but while 
away from their homes or regular places of 
business in the performance of services for 
the Commission, members of the Commis
sion shall be allowed travel expenses, includ
ing per diem in lieu of subsistence, in the 
same manner as persons employed intermit
tently in the Government service under sec
tion 5703 of title 5, United States Code. 

Page 6, line 10, strike out "paragraphs <3> 
and <4> of". 

Page 6, line 22, strike out "Six" and insert 
in lieu thereof "Eight". 

<Amendment in the nature of a substi
tute.) 
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-Strike out all after the enacting clause 
and insert in lieu thereof the following: 
SECI10N 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the "Federal 
Anti-Discrimination Act of 1985". 
SEC. 2. ESTABLISHMENT OF COMMISSION. 

(a) ESTABLISHMENT.-There shall be estab
lished a commission to be known as the 
Commission on Equitable Pay Practices. 

(b) COMPOSITION.-The Commission shall 
be composed of-

< 1 > the Director of the Office of Personnel 
Management; 

<2> the Chairman of the Equal Employ
ment Opportunity Commission; 

(3) 8 members appointed by the President, 
ofwhom-

<A> 1 shall be appointed upon the recom
mendation of the Speaker of the House of 
Representatives; 

<B> 1 shall be appointed upon the recom
mendation of the minority leader of the 
House of Representatives; 

<C> 1 shall be appointed upon the recom
mendation of the majority leader of the 
Senate; 

<D> 1 shall be appointed upon the recom
mendation of the minority leader of the 
Senate; and 

<E> 2 shall be appointed to represent the 
interests of taxpayers; and 

< 4) 5 members appointed by the Director 
of the Office of Personnel Management, of 
whom-

<A> 2 shall be appointed to represent the 
respective labor organizations representing 
<as exclusive representatives> the largest 
and the second largest numbers of individ
uals in Government service; 

<B> 1 shall be appointed to represent em
ployee organizations having as a purpose 
promoting the interests of women in Gov
ernment service and composed primarily of 
women holding positions covered by the 
provisions of chapter 51, or subchapter IV 
of chapter 53, of title 5, United States Code; 

<C> 1 shall be appointed to represent em
ployee organizations having as a purpose 
promoting the civil rights of individuals in 
Government service and composed primari
ly of minority group members holding posi
tions covered by any of the provisions re
ferred to in subparagraph <B>; and 

<D> 1 shall be appointed from among indi
viduals with expertise in Federal personnel 
management. 
To the extent practicable, appointments 
under this section shall be made with a view 
towards maintaining a fair balance in the 
interests represented and the functions to 
be performed by the Commission. 

(C) TIMING OF APPOINTMENTS; QUALIFICA
TIONS.-All appointments under paragraphs 
(3) and (4) of subsection (b) shall be made 
within 20 days after the effective date of 
this Act and shall be made from among indi
viduals who are especially qualified to serve 
on the Commission by virtue of their exper
tise and experience. 

(d) VACANCIES.-A vacancy in the Commis
sion shall be filled in the manner in which 
the original appointment was made. 

(e) CHAIR AND VICE CHAIR.-The Chair and 
Vice Chair of the Commission shall be elect
ed by the members of the Commission. 

(f) QuoRUM.-Eight members of the Com
mission shall constitute a quorum. 

(g) MEETINGS.-The Commission shall 
meet at the call of the Chair or a majority 
of its members. 

(h) NONAPPLICABILITY OF L!MITATION.-Ap
pointments under this section shall not be 
considered for purposes of section 531l<b) of 
title 5, United States Code. 

SEC. 3. CONDUCT OF STUDY. 
<a> STUDY.-The Commission shall provide 

for the conduct of a study under which the 
following shall be examined: 

<1> Whether the Government's position
classification system under chapter 51 of 
title 5, United States Code, and compensa
tion systems under subchapters III and IV 
of chapter 53 of such title, are in compli
ance with section 6(d) of the Fair Labor 
Standards Act of 1938, relating to equal pay 
for substantially equal work. 

<2> Whether the Government is in compli
ance with title VII of the Civil Rights Act of 
1964 in matters relating to hirings and pro
motions of Federal employees. 

(3) The effectiveness of any policies or 
programs of the Government <including 
those involving education or the dissemina
tion of information) designed to encour
age-

<A> the integration of individuals into oc
cupations in which persons of a 'particular 
sex, race, or ethnic group have been tradi
tionally underrepresented; or 

<B> the promotion or other advancement 
of such individuals in Federal employment. 

<4> Any trends or patterns relating to pro
motions or other advancement in Federal 
employment with respect to individuals be
longing to any underrepresented group re
ferred to in paragraph <30). 

(b) METHODOLOGY.-In carrying out the 
study under this Act-

< 1 > the methodology to be used shall be 
subject to Commission determination or ap
proval, as the case may be; and 

<2> particular consideration shall be given 
to matters relating to women in Govern
ment. 
SEC. 4. RECOMMENDATIONS AND REPORT. 

(a) RECOMMENDATIONS.-The Commission 
shall develop recommendations <including 
proposals for legislation or administrative 
action> for enhancing Government efforts 
to achieve equality of opportunity in Feder
al Employment with respect to sex, race, 
and ethnicity and to improve the efficiency 
of Government compensation practices 
under subchapters III and IV of chapter 53 
of title 5, United States Code. Included with 
such recommendations shall be an estimate 
of the cost anticipated in carrying out those 
recommendations. 

(b) REPORT.-The Commission shall 
submit its report and recommendations 
under this Act to Congress not later than 18 
months after the date of the establishment 
of the Commission. 
SEC. 5. ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS. 

(a) COMPENSATION.-Members of the Com
mission shall receive no pay on account of 
their service on the Commission, but while 
away from their homes or regular places of 
business in the performance of services for 
the Commission, members of the Commis
sion shall be allowed travel expenses, includ
ing per diem in lieu of subsistence, in the 
same manner as persons employed intermit
tently in the Government service under sec
tion 5703 of title 5, United States Code. 

(b) DETAILS FROM OTHER AGENCIES.-Upon 
request of the -commission, the head of an 
agency may detail, on a nonreimbursable 
basis, any of the personnel of such agency 
to the Commission to assist the Commission 
in carrying out its responsibilities under this 
Act. 

(C) OBTAINING INFORMATION.-The Com
mission may secure directly from any 
agency any information necessary to enable 
it to carry out this Act. Upon request of the 
Commission, the head of such an agency 
shall, to the extent permitted by law, fur-

nish the information requested by the Com
mission. 

(d) EXPERTS AND CONSULTANTS.-The Com
mission may procure temporary and inter
mittent services under section 3109(b) of 
title 5, United States Code. 

(e) MAIL AND SUPPORT SERVICES.-The 
Commission may use the United States 
mails, and receive administrative support 
services from the Administrator of General 
Services, in the same manner and under the 
same conditions as other agencies. 
SEC. 6. TERMINATION OF COMMISSION. 

The Commission shall cease to exist 90 
days after submitting its report under sec
tion 4<b>. 
SEC. 7. CONSTRUCTION. 

Nothing in this Act shall be construed to 
limit or expand any of the rights or reme
dies provided under title VII of the Civil 
Rights Act of 1964, section 6<d> of the Fair 
Labor Standards Act of 1938, or any other 
provision of law relating to discrimination 
on the basis of race, color, religion, sex, na-
tional origin, handicap, or age. · 
SEC. 8. FUNDING. 

Sums appropriated to the Office of Per
sonnel Management for general operating 
expenses shall be available to carry out this 
Act. 
SEC. 9. DEFINITIONS. 

For the purpose of this Act-
O> "agency" means an executive agency 

within the meaning of section 105 of title 5, 
United States Code <other than the General 
Accounting Office>; 

(2) "employee" and "Federal employee" 
each means an individual employed in or 
under an agency; 

<3> "ethnicity" refers to the quality of 
being, or not being, of Hispanic origin; 

<4> "ethnic group" refers to a grouping 
based on ethnicity; 

(5) an individual shall be considered to be 
of Hispanic origin if such individual is of 
Mexican, Puerto Rican, Cuban, Central 
American, South American, or other Span
ish origin; 

(6) "Commission" means the Commission 
on Equitable Pay Practices established 
under section 2; 

<7> "occupation" means any grouping of 
positions within an agency, as identified or 
defined under chapter 51 of title 5, United 
States Code, or subchapter IV of chapter 53 
of such title; 

<8> "position" means the work, consisting 
of the duties and responsibilities, assignable 
to an individual; 

<9> "labor organization" has the meaning 
provided by section 7103<a><4> of title 5, 
United States Code; 

<10> "exclusive representative" has the 
meaning provided by section 7103<a><16> of 
title 5, United States Code; and 

<11> "Government" means the Govern
ment of the United States. 
SEC. 10. EFFECI1VE DATE. 

This Act shall take effect 30 days after 
the date of the enactment of this Act. 

Amend the title so as to read: "A bill to 
promote equitable personnel practices and 
to eliminate discrimination within the Fed
eral civil service.". 
-Page 13, strike out lines 4 through 11. 
-On page 2, line 1, strike all after the en-
acting clause. 
-On page 2, line 3 after "Act of 1985", add: 
", But You Can Call Me Comparable 
Worth.". 
-On page 2, line 3, after "Act of 1985", add: 
", or the 8 Billion Dollar Uistake. ". 
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-On page 2, line 3 after "Act of 1985", add: 
", or the 320 Billion Dollar Mistake.". 
-On page 2, line 3 after "Act of 1985", add: 
", or the Sexist Socialism Act.". 
-On page 2, line 3 after "Act of 1985", add: 
",or Feminist Folly.". 
-On page 2, line 3 after "Act of 1985", add: 
", or This Is What Happens When the 
Democrats Are In Control.". 
-On page 2, line 3 after "Act of 1985", add: 
", Done By A Loaded Commission.". 
-On page 2, line 3 after "Act of 1985", add: 
"Being Railroaded Through On A Greased 
Track.". 
-On page 2, line 3 after "Act of 1985", add: 
", or Let's Make a Lot of Subjective Judge
ments Act.". 
-On page 2, line 3 after "Act of 1985", add: 
":This Is A Comparable Worth Bill.". 
-On page 2, line 3 after "Act of 1985", add: 
", or Let's Soak the Taxpayers Again.". 
-On page 2, line 3 after "Act of 1985", add: 
", or Why Do We Need the Free Market 
When We Have the Federal Government.". 
-Page 2, strike out Section 3. 
-On page 2, line 5 after "to" insert: ", con-
sistent with the free market system,". 
-Page 2, strike out lines 15 though 20. 
-Page 3, strike out line 1. 
-Page 3, strike out lines 1 through 3, and 
lines 14 through page 4, line 8. 
-Page 3, line 4 strike out "5" and insert in 
lieu thereof "10". 
-Page 3, strike out lines 5 through 13. 
-Page 3, line 6 strike out "2" and insert in 
lieu thereof "8". 
-Page 4, strike out lines 13 through 16. 
-Page 7, strike out Section 4. 
-Page 8, strike out lines 10 through 14. 
-Page 8, strike out lines 15 through page 9, 
line 10. 
-Page 9, strike out Section 5. 
-Page 10, strike out Section 6. 
-Page 10, strike out lines 20 through page 
11line 2. 

-Page 10, strike out after "a study" on line 
15 all that follows through line 19. 
-Page 10, strike out lines 7 through 10. 
-Page 10, strike out lines 22 through 24. 
-Page 10, strike out lines 12 through 19. 
-Page 11, strike out on lines 5 and 6 the fol-
lowing: "the President and". 
-Page 11, strike out on line 5 "18" and 
insert in lieu thereof "36". 
-Page 11, strike out lines 7 through 9. 
-Page 11, strike out lines 19 through 24. 
-Page 11, strike out line 24. 
-Page 11, line 24, strike out "equivalent in 
totality" and insert in lieu thereof "equal". 
-Page 11, strike out on line 19 the following 
words: "a list of". 
-Page 12, strike out lines 1 through 3. 
-Page 12, strike out lines 4 through 6. 
-Page 12, strike out lines 1 through 6. 
-Page 12, strike out lines 13 through 18. 
-Page 12, strike out lines 19 through 24. 
-Page 12, strike out lines 13 through 24. 
-Page 12, line 22, strike out the following: 
"or administrative". 
-Page 13, strike out lines 1 through 3. 
-Page 13, strike out Section 8. 
-Page 13, strike out Section 9. 
-Page 13, line 17 strike out "general" and 
insert in lieu thereof "other than general". 
-Page 13, insert on line 17 after "shall" the 
word, "not". 
-Page 13, strike out Section 10. 
-Page 13, strike out lines 21 through 24. 
-Page 13, line 22, strike out "objective", 
and insert in lieu thereof "subjective". 
-Page 13, line 22, strike out "quantitative" 
and insert in lieu thereof "non-quantita
tive". 
-Page 13, strike out on line 23 the words, 
"entry-level". 
-Page 14, strike out lines 1 through 4. 
-Page 14, strike out lines 5 through 6. 
-Page 14, strike out lines 7 through 18. 
-Page 14, after line 18 insert the following: 
"<D> and, market factors." 
-Page 14, strike out lines 19 through 22. 

-Page 14, strike out lines 23 and 24. 
-Page 15, strike out lines 1 and 2. 
-Page 15, strike out lines 3 and 4. 
-Page 15, strike out lines 5 through 8. 
-Page 15, strike out lines 9 and 10. 
-Page 15, strike out lines 11 and 12. 
-Page 15, strike out lines 13 through 15. 
-Page 15, strike out lines 16 through 18. 
-Page 15, strike out lines 19 through 21. 
-Page 15, strike out lines 22 and 23. 
-Page 16, strike out Section 11. 
-Page 16, line 2, strike out "30 days", and 
insert in lieu thereof "one year". 

By Mr. LUNGREN: 
-In Section 10<2><B>, strike out "and". 

In Section 10<2>. redesignate subpara
graph <C> as subparagrpah <D> and insert 
before such subparagrpah <D> <as so redesig
nated) the following: 

"<C> labor market supply and demand fac
tors; and". 

By Mrs. VUCANOVICH: 
-Strike out the heading for section 8 and 
insert in lieu thereof the following: 
SEC. 8. CONSTRUCTION: ADVISORY NATURE OF 

STIJDY. 
In section 8, insert "(a)" before "Noth

ing". 
Add the following at the end of section 8: 
(b) ADVISORY NATURE.-The consultant's 

study and any findings, conclusions, recom
mendations, or comments by the consultant 
or the Commission under this act with re
spect to such study shall be considered to be 
of an advisory nature only. 

H.R. 3011 
By Mr. GEKAS: 

-Page 41, after line 21, insert the following: 
Notwithstanding any other provision of 

this act, none of the funds appropriated in 
this act shall be available for the Youth 
Conservation Corps until such funds are ap
propriated in an Act or Joint Resolution 
containing no other appropriation. 
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